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ABSTRACT 
MEGA VERSUS LOCAL SPORT SPONSORSHIPS 
SEPTEMBER 2016 
JAKEUN KOO, B.S. KYUNGHEE UNIVERSITY 
M.A. UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA 
Ph.D. UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Professor Janet S. Fink 
 
 Corporations obviously benefit from sponsoring mega sport events by reaching a 
large audience and using the events’ fame, popularity, and other positive attributes in an 
attempt to transfer them to the corporation’s brand image. For this reason, large 
corporations spend an astronomical amount of money on sport sponsorships. Though 
sponsorship is typically part of an organization’s overall marketing communication 
strategy, it has been considered less “commercial” than other forms of marketing (e.g., 
advertising, promotions) because it generates feelings of goodwill amongst consumers. 
However, the common use of mega sport event sponsorships by large corporations may 
be more likely to expose their commercial intentions to consumers. Thus, it may be more 
difficult for companies to generate consumers’ perceptions of goodwill when they 
sponsor a mega sport event. Some corporations choose to support local grassroots sport 
events in order to highlight their sincerity. However, prior studies have heavily focused 
on the effectiveness of mega sport event sponsorships while few have examined local 
sport sponsorships, thus the body of knowledge in this area is limited. 
 The present study broadly aims to fill this gap by comparing mega sport 
vii 
sponsorships to local sport sponsorships relative to consumers’ perceptions. Specifically, 
the study examines whether or not event size has significant impact on consumers’ 
perceptions of goodwill. In the relationship between event size and perceived goodwill, 
sponsorship duration and sponsor-event congruence are tested as moderating variables. 
Finally, it is anticipated that perceived goodwill affects attitudes toward the sponsor, 
subsequently influencing purchase intentions. 
 To support the hypotheses, the current study conducted an experiment with a 2 × 
2 × 2 between-subjects factorial design: (1) event size (mega and local), (2) sponsorship 
duration (long-term and short-term), and (3) congruence between a sponsoring brand and 
a sponsored event (congruence and incongruence). Through a three-way full-factorial 
ANCOVA (analysis of covariance), the current study showed the main effects of event 
size, and the moderating effects of sponsorship duration and sponsor-event congruence in 
the relationship between event size and perceived goodwill. In addition, regression 
analyses tested the relationships among the dependent variables including perceived 
goodwill, attitudes toward the sponsor, and purchase intentions. 
 The research results entail that a corporate sponsor generates greater perceptions 
of goodwill when it sponsors a local sport event than when it sponsors a mega sport event 
(H1). The research findings additionally identified the moderating roles of sponsorship 
duration (H2) and sponsor-event congruence (H3) in the relationship between event size 
and perceived goodwill. Further regression analyses showed the paths from perceived 
goodwill to attitude toward the sponsor (H4) and from attitude toward the sponsor to 
purchase intention (H5) were significant. According to the mediation test, the indirect-
only mediation of attitude toward the sponsor between perceived goodwill and purchase 
viii 
intention was confirmed. 
 The results of the present study may contribute to the sport sponsorship literature 
both theoretically and practically. The study is grounded in balance theory, attribution 
theory, and meaning transfer theory, and the results should further extend our knowledge 
in these areas. Further, practitioners may discover the merits of a corporation sponsoring 
local sport events at lower costs, and the importance of duration and congruency. The 
findings of the current study may provide future research directions in the sport 
sponsorship area. 
  
ix 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Page 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS…………………..………………………………………......iv 
ABSTRACT……...……………………………..……………………………………......vi 
LIST OF TABLES..……………………………………………………………………...xii 
LIST OF FIGURES..……………………………..……………………………………...xiv 
CHAPTER 
1. INTRODUCTION………………………………………………………………...1  
1.1 Overview of the Study.……………...………………………………………...2 
1.2 Sponsorship, Event Size, and Goodwill…………………………………...…..3 
1.3 Moderating and Outcome Variables……...……...……………………………5 
2. LITERATURE REVIEW…………………………………………………………7 
2.1 Introduction…………………………………………………………………...7 
2.2 Definition of Sponsorship……………………………………………………..8 
2.3 Theoretical Foundations of Sponsorship ...……...…………………………..10 
2.3.1 Balance Theory………….…………………..……………………….10 
2.3.2 Attribution Theory…………………………..……………………….12 
2.3.3 Meaning Transfer Theory...………………………………………….15 
2.4 Processing Mechanics of Sponsorship…………...…………………………..17 
2.4.1 Event Size.............…………………………..……………………….17 
2.4.2 Sponsorship Duration………….………..…..……………………….22 
2.4.3 Sponsor-event Congruence and Schema Paradigm...………………..24 
2.5 Attitudinal Constructs in Sponsorship.…………..…………………………..28 
x 
2.5.1 Goodwill……………………………….…………………………….28 
2.5.2 Attitude toward the Sponsor…..……….…………………………….30 
2.5.3 Purchase Intention……………………………………………………31 
2.6 Summary of Literature Review…….………………………………………...33 
2.7 Hypotheses Development………….………………………………………...33 
2.7.1 The Effectiveness of Event Size on Goodwill.………………………33 
2.7.2 Interaction Effects between Event Size and Sponsorship Duration.....35 
2.7.3 Interaction Effects between Event Size and Sponsor-event Fit….......36 
2.7.4 Relationships among Dependent Variables………………….....……39 
3. METHODS……………………….……………………………………………...41 
3.1 Study Outline….…….……………………………………………………….41 
3.2 Participants and Study Design.......……………...………………..………….41 
3.3 Pretest……………...…..……………………………………………………..43 
3.4 Stimuli...…………...…..……………………………………………………..46 
3.5 Procedures……………...…..……………………………………………...…46 
3.6 Measurement of Research Variables………………………………………...47 
3.6.1 Dependent Variables..……………………………………………......47 
3.6.2 Independent Variables…...………………………………………......47 
3.6.3 Control Variables…………………………………………………….48 
3.7 Data Analysis…………...……………………………………………………49 
3.7.1 Manipulation Checks.……………………………………………......49 
3.7.2 Main Study Analysis...…...………………………………………......49 
4. RESULTS..……………………….……………………………………………...50 
xi 
4.1 Scale Reliability.…….……………………………………………………….50 
4.2 Manipulation Checks……….........……………...………………..………….51 
4.3 Preliminary Analyses.........……………………...………………..………….52 
4.4 Tests of Hypotheses..…...……………………………………………………53 
4.4.1 Analysis of Covariance..…………………………………………......53 
4.4.2 Regression Analyses.…….………………………………………......57 
5. DISCUSSION....………………….……………………………………………...73 
5.1 Introduction...….…….……………………………………………………….73 
5.2 Contributions……………….........……………...………………..………….73 
5.2.1 Theoretical Contributions..………………………………………......73 
5.2.2 Managerial Contributions..………………………………………......78 
5.3 Limitations and Future Research.……………………………………………81 
5.4 Conclusion……………………...……………………………………………83 
APPENDICES 
A. DESCRIPTIONS REGARDING THE SPORT EVENTS FOR THE PRETEST……84 
B. NEWS CLIPPINGS FOR STIMULUS MATERIALS………………………………85 
BIBLIOGRAPHY………………….…………………………………………………….88 
 
  
xii 
LIST OF TABLES 
  
Table                                                               Page 
1. Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents…….…………………………42 
2. Pretest Results: Perceived Sponsor-event Fit…...…….…………………………45 
3. Pretest Results: Mean Differences in Perceived Sponsor-event Fit between Two 
Congruence Conditions...……………………………..…………………………46 
4. Reliability Analysis for Control, Independent and Dependent Variables……….50 
5. Distribution, Means, and Standard Deviations for Eight Experimental 
Conditions……………………………..…………………………………………52 
6. Means, Standard Deviations, and Bivariate Correlations………………………..53 
7. Analysis of Covariance: Tests of Between-subjects Effects……………………..57 
8. Parameter Estimates for Eight Multiple Linear Regression Models with Goodwill 
Regressed on Attitude toward the Sponsor………………………………………59 
9. ANOVA Summary Table for the Hierarchical Regression Model with Goodwill 
Entered on Step 1 and Seven Condition Indicators and their Products with 
Goodwill Entered on Step 2.……………………………………………………..61 
10. Parameter Estimates for the Hierarchical Regression Model with Goodwill 
Entered on Step 1 and Seven Condition Indicators and their Products with 
Goodwill Entered on Step 2……………………………………………………...62 
11. Parameter Estimates for Eight Multiple Linear Regression Models with Attitude 
toward the Sponsor Regressed on Purchase Intention…………………………...64 
xiii 
12. ANOVA Summary Table for the Hierarchical Regression Model with Attitude 
toward the Sponsor Entered on Step 1 and Seven Condition Indicators and their 
Products with Attitude toward the Sponsor Entered on Step 2…………………..66 
13. Parameter Estimates for the Hierarchical Regression Model with Attitude toward 
the Sponsor Entered on Step 1 and Seven Condition Indicators and their Products 
with Attitude toward the Sponsor Entered on Step 2…………………………….67 
14. Parameter Estimates for the Hierarchical Regression Model with Goodwill 
Regressed on Attitude toward the Sponsor………………………………………69 
15. Parameter Estimates for the Hierarchical Regression Model with Attitude toward 
the Sponsor Regressed on Purchase Intention…………………………………...70 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
xiv 
LIST OF FIGURES 
 
Figure                                                              Page 
1. Conceptual Framework………......…………………………...………….………..2 
2. Diagrammatic Event Framework...........................................................................19 
3. Event Size by Sponsorship Duration Interaction for Goodwill.............................55 
4. Event Size by Sponsor-event Fit Interaction for Goodwill…................................56 
 
 
  
1 
CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
Corporations spend an astronomical amount of money on sponsorships every 
year. Yet, a recent trend of a decrease in the growth rate of sponsorship spending may 
warn marketing practitioners of the efficacy of present sponsorship activities. According 
to the International Events Group (IEG) (2015a), total global sponsorship spending in 
2014 was $55.3 billion. North American sponsorship spending recorded the largest 
amount of $20.6 billion, followed by Europe ($14.8 billion) and the Asia Pacific region 
($13.3 billion) (IEG, 2015a). Although a large amount of money is still invested in 
sponsorships and the sponsorship market grows steadily each year, annual growth rates of 
sponsorship spending have been decreasing recently in North America. Indeed, 
sponsorship spending by North American companies rose 5.5% in 2011, 4.4% in 2012, 
4.5% in 2013, and 4.3% in 2014, respectively (IEG, 2015a).  
The records regarding North American sponsorship spending by different types 
of sponsored properties shows that sport sponsorship accounted for approximately 70% 
of the overall North American sponsorship market in 2015, followed by entertainment 
(10%), causes (9%), and the arts (4%) (IEG, 2015a). Although sports account for a large 
amount of corporate sponsorship spending, the rate of growth has recently decreased. 
Sport sponsorship spending by North American companies grew 5.1% in 2013 and 4.9% 
in 2014 (IEG, 2014), but the estimated growth rate between 2014 and 2015 fell to 4.4% 
(IEG, 2015a). 
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1.1 Overview of the Study 
 
Figure 1. Conceptual Framework 
 
 
 This study attempts to address gaps in the sponsorship literature by examining 
differences in consumer perceptions of mega versus local sport sponsorships. As can be 
seen in Figure 1, the present study investigates whether event size (i.e., mega and local 
events) affects consumers’ perceptions of goodwill. It is anticipated that sponsorship 
duration and sponsor-event congruence will moderate the relationship between event size 
and the outcome variable of goodwill. Finally, it is anticipated that goodwill ultimately 
influences attitudes toward the sponsor, subsequently affecting purchase intentions. 
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1.2 Sponsorship, Event Size, and Goodwill 
Sponsorship is typically part of a company’s overall strategic marketing 
campaign. However, the main factor differentiating sponsorship from traditional 
advertising is goodwill (Meenaghan, 2001). That is, when consumers realize a company 
sponsors an event, they tend to feel goodwill toward the sponsor because: a) they have 
good feelings about the event that spill over to the sponsor, and b) they realize the event 
would be less likely to occur without the support of the sponsors (Madrigal, 2004; 
McDonald, 1991). Thus, sponsorship has been viewed as less commercial than other 
advertising strategies. However, given the millions of dollars that companies spend on 
mass sport sponsorships, consumers do consider these highly commercialized compared 
to other sponsorship categories such as social causes, environmental programs, and elite 
arts (Meenaghan & Shipley, 1999). Take the FIFA World Cup and the Olympics as 
examples. FIFA earned $1.6 billion in sponsorship during the 2011–2014 period 
including the 2014 FIFA World Cup Brazil (IEG, 2015b). According to the International 
Olympic Committee (IOC) (2014), the London 2012 Summer Olympics and Vancouver 
2010 Winter Olympics collected $1.2 billion and $0.7 billion in sponsorship, respectively 
(IOC, 2014).  
It is broadly known that sponsorship is effective in enhancing awareness of a 
sponsoring brand and establishing brand image (Bennett, 1999; Cornwell, Humphreys, 
Maguire, Weeks, & Tellegen, 2006; Pope & Voges, 1999). For this reason, many big 
corporations spend enormous sums for a sponsorship contract. Obviously, corporations 
benefit from sponsoring mega sport events in that the sponsoring corporation can reach a 
large audience at the events, and the events’ fame, popularity, or other positive attributes 
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can transfer to the brand image (Gwinner & Eaton, 1999; Smith, 2004). However, the 
wide use of mega sport event sponsorships by companies can also expose their 
commercial intentions to consumers. For this reason, it may be less likely these 
companies will obtain consumers’ perceptions of goodwill when they sponsor a mega 
sport event.  
 In contrast, several corporations have experienced great success by sponsoring 
relatively small-sized events such as grassroots and niche sport events (Miloch & 
Lambrecht, 2006). For example, Subaru reported an increase in sales of its automobiles 
by sponsoring grassroots and niche sport events such as a cross-country ski marathon, a 
dog sled marathon, cycling events, and Nordic skiing events (IEG, 2001; Miloch & 
Lambrecht, 2006). Thus, although grassroots sponsorship focuses on a local or regional 
market and the sponsoring company may reach fewer consumers at these sport events, the 
return on investment can be much greater with appropriate strategies (Miloch & 
Lambrecht, 2006), and this may be partly due to consumers’ feelings of goodwill.  
 Despite the merits of local event sponsorship, most research in the sport 
management context has focused on the effectiveness of mega sport event sponsorship. 
Further, even though goodwill is a defining characteristic of sponsorship, few studies 
have examined its antecedents in a sponsorship context. Previous studies have examined 
the outcomes of goodwill, such as purchase intentions and attitude toward the sponsor 
(Dees, Bennett, & Villegas, 2008; Rifon, Choi, Trimble, & Li, 2004); however, studies 
have rarely examined the factors that lead to perceptions of goodwill.  
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1.3 Moderating and Outcome Variables  
 Sponsorship contracts come in different durations. Sometimes a sponsor will 
choose to enter an agreement to sponsor an event for only one year, and then reassess 
after the event. On the other hand, sponsors sometimes choose to enter into longer term 
commitments. We anticipate that a longer term commitment will increase consumers’ 
perceptions of goodwill for both types of events. However, because sponsor support is 
absolutely vital for local events to survive, we anticipate consumers will perceive the 
highest goodwill when a sponsor supports a local sport event with a long-term 
sponsorship contract.  
The congruency between a sponsored event and the sponsor has been shown to 
impact a variety of outcome variables such as more favorable attitude toward the 
sponsoring firm (Becker-Olsen & Simmons, 2002) and attitude toward the sponsor 
(Rogers, 2003) to name a few. Thus, when consumers perceive a match between the event 
and the sponsor, they tend to have more favorable attitudes about the sponsorship. 
Heider’s (1958) attribution theory states that people tend to find the reason why a certain 
situation has occurred based on commonsense explanations. Low sponsor-event fit makes 
commonsense explanations concerning the relationship impossible. Thus, consumers may 
be more likely to be suspicious of the reasons why the sponsor supports the event when 
sponsor-event incongruence exists, particularly for a corporation sponsoring a local 
event. That is, they may perceive their reasons to be more commercial and thus dilute the 
effectiveness of sponsoring such an event on consumers’ perceptions of goodwill. 
A positive relationship between goodwill and attitude toward the sponsor has 
been identified by several previous empirical studies (Dees et al., 2008; Kim, Ko, & 
6 
James, 2011; Speed & Thompson, 2000). Further, attitudes toward the sponsor has been 
shown to impact purchase intentions (e.g., Gwinner & Bennett, 2008; Lee & Cho, 2009). 
In the following sections, Chapter 2 will review the relevant literature and 
present the hypotheses of the study. Chapter 3 will present the study’s proposed methods 
and data analyses. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
2.1 Introduction 
Prior research has claimed perceived goodwill is a key factor that distinguishes 
sponsorship from traditional advertising (Meenaghan, 2001). McDonald (1991) 
emphasized that a small or local event sponsorship should elicit goodwill toward the 
sponsoring company to a greater extent than mega event sponsorships. Despite the 
importance of goodwill in sponsorship relationships, prior research has scarcely paid 
attention to this. In particular, previous empirical studies have rarely focused on the 
variables which operate as predictors of goodwill. Given goodwill’s importance in the 
sponsorship relationship, this study seeks to address this gap. 
 This chapter begins with the definition of sponsorship to limit the scope of the 
current study. Thereafter, the processing mechanics of sponsorship are presented 
including theoretical foundations. Balance theory, attribution theory, meaning transfer 
theory, and schema paradigm are included not only because these theories have been 
broadly employed by prior sponsorship research, but because they are appropriate 
foundations to support the core dependent variable of the current study, goodwill. After 
the theoretical foundations are reviewed, the processing mechanics of sponsorship, 
including event size, sponsorship duration, and sponsor-event congruence, are explained. 
Thereafter, attitudinal constructs including goodwill, attitude toward the sponsor, and 
purchase intention are introduced. The last part of this chapter consists of the 
development of research hypotheses. 
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2.2 Definition of Sponsorship 
 There are a great number of definitions of sponsorship and it is not easy to reach 
complete agreement on a single one (Walliser, 2003). The definition of sponsorship has 
changed over the decades as its objectives have been altered as the orientation of 
sponsorship has moved from a philanthropic activity to a market-driven activity 
(Cornwell, 1995; Dolphin, 2003). In the past, sponsorship was recognized as a patronage 
system based on one-way giving from a sponsor to a sponsee without any direct reward 
(Abratt & Grobler, 1989; Seitanidi & Ryan, 2007). Modern sponsorship activities, 
however, have been perceived as a part of a company’s overall marketing strategy. 
 In the marketing mix (i.e., product, price, place, and promotion), promotional 
instruments are divided into “above-the-line” and “below-the-line” (Müller, Alt, & 
Michelis, 2011). Traditional advertising tools in newspaper, television, radio, magazine, 
and billboard are regarded as “above-the-line” measures, and all other new 
communication tools are considered “below-the-line” (Müller et al., 2011). Gardner and 
Shuman (1987) defined sponsorship as “investments in causes or events to support 
corporate objectives or marketing objectives” (p. 11). They explained that sponsorship 
was normally not created via traditional media-buying channels. In this perspective, 
sponsorships belong to below-the-line of marketing communications. Recently, media 
convergence has enabled marketing managers to establish sponsorship campaigns with 
through-the-line strategies, a mixture of above-the-line and below-the-line marketing 
activities. For example, a company may announce that it sponsors a certain sport event 
through both television advertisements and in-stadium advertisements. In this case, both 
traditional and new advertising tools are used as through-the-line strategies. In this sense, 
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sponsorships may be considered a part of integrated marketing communication (IMC), 
which is a “big picture” approach to planning marketing and promotion programs and 
coordinating the various communication functions (Belch & Belch, 2003).  
 Previous research has pointed out that sponsorship has recently been integrated 
into the marketing mix (Cornwell, 1995; Cornwell, Weeks, & Roy, 2005). In this 
perspective, Cornwell (1995) defined “sponsorship-linked marketing” as “the 
orchestration and implementation of marketing activities for the purpose of building and 
communicating an association to a sponsorship” (p.15). This definition perceives the 
components of sponsorship-linked marketing as a mixture of interacting employees, 
audiences, volunteers, events, and marketing tools (Cornwell, 1995). This standpoint 
explains how modern sponsorships operate as a part of marketing communications. 
 More recently, sponsorship was defined as “the acquisition of rights to affiliate or 
directly associate with a product or event for the purpose of delivering benefits related to 
that affiliation or association” (Mullin, Hardy, & Sutton, 2007, p. 315). Cornwell (1995) 
defined sponsorship in terms of its domain in marketing communications, whereas the 
definition of Mullin et al. (2007) explained roles and objectives of sponsorship in a more 
specific manner.  
 Although each sponsorship’s type may vary depending on the contract between a 
sponsor and a sponsee, the sponsorship agreement generally includes provisions and 
benefits which occur simultaneously for both the sponsors and sponsees. For example, an 
event sponsor provides financial and/or in-kind support for an event (Carrillat & 
d’Astous, 2012, 2013; Cornwell et al, 2005; Meenaghan, 1983). In return, the sponsor 
benefits from presenting its name and logo on the event site as an official partner 
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(Carrillat & d’Astous, 2013), and has rights to use the event’s name, logo, trademark, and 
graphic representations signifying the sponsor’s association with the sponsored event 
(Mullin et al., 2007). Since sponsoring companies often employ these rights in 
advertising, promotions, public relations, or other marketing communication activities 
(Mullin et al., 2007), sponsorships need to be considered a part of the IMC. In this sense, 
sponsorship in the modern meaning of the term may include most marketing activities 
which are linked to sponsorship. The current study define sponsorship as marketing 
activities which are executed based on a contract between a sponsor and a sponsee as a 
part of the sponsoring company’s IMC plan. 
 
2.3 Theoretical Foundations of Sponsorship 
2.3.1 Balance Theory 
 Heider’s (1958) balance theory asserts that people generally prefer to have 
balance, order, and harmony in their lives. According to balance theory, whenever 
imbalance occurs, people change their attitude or behavior in a way that would restore 
balance. Individuals, therefore, tend to like whatever is associated with what they already 
like and tend to dislike whatever is associated with what they already dislike (Dalakas & 
Levin, 2005). 
 The balance theory fits in well within the domain of sponsorship. To explain 
balance theory in sponsorship, Dean (2002) suggested three linked elements in a 
triangular relationship: the sponsor, the sponsored property (e.g., event, sport team), and 
the consumer. In the relationship, three direct connections are taken into consideration: 1) 
the connection between the sponsor and the property; 2) the connection between the 
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consumer and the property; and 3) the connection between the consumer and the sponsor. 
Firms often decide to sponsor a property, believing that there is a positive strategic fit 
between the property and their brands or products (Dean, 2002). This generates a positive 
link between the sponsor and the property (i.e., the first connection). If the consumer’s 
attitude toward the property (i.e., the second connection) is positive, his or her attitude 
toward the sponsor (i.e., the third connection) is likely to become positive. However, the 
second connection may be reevaluated to be negative if the consumer’s preexisting 
attitude toward the sponsor is too negative. For example, in sport sponsorship, a fan who 
has a strong attachment to a sport team or an athlete shows similarly positive attitudes 
toward the sponsors associated with their favorite team or athlete (Dalakas & Levin, 
2005). Likewise, an individual seeks a balanced relationship between the sponsoring 
brand and the sponsored property – if an individual feels negatively about the sponsoring 
brand, he/she will either change their feelings about the sponsor or the sponsored 
property to achieve such balance (Cornwell et al., 2005).  
 Most research has focused on the connection between the consumer and the sport 
property rather than on the connection between the consumer and the sponsor. Madrigal 
(2000) found that identification with a sport team was significantly linked to positive 
attitudes toward the sponsor. Dean (2002) found that corporate sponsorship of consumers’ 
well-liked events predicted favorable attitudes toward the sponsor. According to Dalakas 
and Levin’s (2005) empirical study regarding NASCAR, fans showed favorable attitudes 
toward the sponsors of their favorite drivers and unfavorable attitudes for the sponsors of 
drivers they dislike. These studies aimed to measure how to enhance attitude toward the 
sponsor and showed the significance of sponsorships as a way to increase sponsor 
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attitudes.  
 Balance theory provided a crucial theoretical background to understand the 
relationships among the sponsor, the sponsored property, and the consumer in 
sponsorship. Thus, prior research has employed balance theory to explain how 
consumers’ sponsor attitudes are developed or changed by the relationship between the 
consumer and the event. Dean (2002), however, pointed out that balance theory only 
explains whether the direction of attitude is positive or negative, but does not measure the 
magnitude of the attitude change. Hence, other theories need to be considered to 
investigate sponsorship effectiveness. 
 
2.3.2 Attribution Theory 
 Attribution theory deals with the information people use in making causal 
inferences, and with what they do with the information to answer causal questions 
(Kelley, 1973). Prior research (e.g., Deitz, Myers, & Stafford, 2012; Folkes, 1988; Kelly, 
1973) has found the crucial concepts underlying attribution theory in Heider’s (1958) 
book, The Psychology of Interpersonal Relations. This book presumed that each 
individual acted as a naïve psychologist or an amateur scientist, and attempted to figure 
out the reason why a certain situation had occurred based on commonsense explanations. 
Heider (1958) divided this psychological process into two types: internal attribution and 
external attribution. According to Heider, a person tends to attribute the reason for other 
persons’ behaviors to internal factors such as dispositions, characteristics, and attitudes in 
the internal attribution process. On the other hand, a person is inclined to attribute the 
cause of other persons’ behaviors to external factors such as external pressures, social 
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norms, and other events in the external attribution. For example, we may consider a case 
that a student gives his or her teacher a present. When the teacher attributes the cause of 
the student’s action to an internal factor, he or she may think ‘the student has a good 
personality’ or ‘the student sincerely thanks me.’ However, when he or she attributes the 
cause to an external factor, he or she may think ‘the student gives a gift to impress me 
favorably’ or ‘the gift must be the one the student does not need any more.’ Likewise, 
interpersonal relationships may be influenced significantly depending on whether an 
individual attributes the cause of other persons’ behaviors to an internal factor or an 
external factor. 
 This theory stemming from psychology has been popularly applied to understand 
consumers’ perceptions of cause-and-effect relationships in the domain of consumer 
behavior. Indeed, previous consumer psychology studies have employed attribution 
theory in a variety of contexts, including source credibility (Settle & Golden, 1974), 
celebrity endorsements (Folkes, 1988; Sparkman, 1982; Wiener & Mowen, 1986), and 
cause-related marketing in sponsorship (Dean, 2002; Deitz et al., 2012; Rifon et al., 2004; 
Webb & Mohr, 1998). 
 Settle and Golden (1974), on the basis of attribution theory, explained that 
advertiser credibility was obtained by a specific advertising strategy. They took a pair of 
examples of advertisement exposure toward consumers which were associated with the 
attribution process. When a consumer viewed an advertisement, he or she might attribute 
the reason why the advertiser advertised its product to ‘the desire of the advertiser to sell 
its particular product’ or ‘the actual characteristics of the product being advertised.’ If 
viewers attribute the cause to the former, they may be uncertain about the actual product 
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characteristics and they are less likely to purchase the advertised product. However, if 
viewers attribute the cause to the latter, higher certainty regarding the actual product 
characteristics exists and a higher likelihood of purchase intention may be generated 
(Settle & Golden, 1974). Settle and Golden urged that disclaiming superiority on some 
product attributes in an advertisement might enhance the believability of some product 
claims and the credibility of the source. 
 The attribution theory in celebrity endorsement may be associated with Heider’s 
(1958) distinction among cause types and Kelley’s (1973) discounting principle. Heider 
(1958) suggested two types of cause: one was a personal cause influencing a certain 
action and the other was a cause related to the environment or situation. Kelley (1973) 
pointed out that people minimized the effect of an attribution for an action when an 
alternative attribution can explain the action. When a celebrity endorses a product based 
only on his or her own preference toward the product without any external situation (e.g., 
incentive), consumers may estimate the endorsement more positively than when the 
causes of the celebrity endorsement include an external situation. If the latter is believed, 
according to the discounting principle, consumers discount the endorsement caused by a 
situational factor (Deitz et al., 2012). Sparkman (1982) found that when consumers were 
exposed to a celebrity’s endorsement of an automobile brand as being compensated at the 
rate of $1 per year, they assessed the brand more positively than when no information 
regarding the incentive was given. Wiener and Mowen (1986) similarly identified that 
used cars were evaluated more negatively when a mechanic was compensated for his or 
her endorsement than when no incentives were exposed. 
 Applications of the attribution theory into celebrity endorsement research are 
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associated with sponsorship research since a sponsored property often plays a similar role 
as a celebrity endorser. Dean (2002) suggested that consumers acted as naïve scientists, 
trying to understand why a sponsor financially supported an event. Attribution theory has 
been adapted mainly in the domain of cause-related marketing in sponsorship research. 
The research attempted to empirically find consumers’ commonsense explanation of why 
sponsorships occurred in a sponsor’s philanthropic motivation to support an event. Webb 
and Mohr (1998) found that consumers’ negative attributions of a sponsor’s cause-related 
marketing campaign influenced negative sponsorship outcomes. Dean (2002) identified 
that positive attributions (e.g., altruism) significantly affected consumers’ perceived 
corporate community relations. Rifon et al. (2004) identified that sponsor-cause 
congruence generated strong consumer attributions of a sponsor’s altruistic motives. 
More recently, Deitz et al. (2012) found that consumers’ social identification with the 
sponsored event is positively related to the favorability of their perceived attributions of 
sponsor motives. Deitz et al. also found that consumers’ perceived attributions of sponsor 
motives had a positive effect on their perceived sponsor-event fit. Likewise, consumers’ 
attributions of sponsors’ altruistic motives play an important role in improving 
sponsorship outcomes. 
 
2.3.3 Meaning Transfer Theory 
 McCracken (1989) explained celebrity endorsement as an example of meaning 
transfer. McCracken’s meaning transfer model consists of three stages: 1) culture 
(formation of celebrity image), 2) endorsement (transfer of meaning from celebrity to 
product), and 3) consumption (transfer of meaning from product to consumers).  
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 In Stage 1, specific cultural meanings transfer to celebrities based on their 
current roles in society (McCracken, 1989). Celebrities therefore accumulate specific 
images. Since celebrities can deliver powerful messages to specific consumer groups, 
marketing managers often employ celebrities to endorse their products despite an 
astronomical amount of expenditure (Erdogan, 1999). 
 In Stage 2, the meanings of celebrities transfer to endorsed products or brands in 
advertisements (McCracken, 1989). When advertisers select celebrity endorsers for their 
brands, they need to categorize the meanings owned by the celebrities which would be 
delivered to the brands (Erdogan, 1999). Similarities or relatedness between a celebrity 
endorser and an endorsed brand often enhance consumers’ engagement in the meaning 
transfer from the celebrity to the brand (Erdogan, 1999). 
 The meanings of products which was transferred from those of celebrities in 
Stage 2 transfers to consumers by their consumption in Stage 3 (McCracken, 1989). 
Since people perceive their possessions as part of themselves, their individualities are 
obtained through the purchased products (Aaker, Batra, & Myers, 1995).  
 According to Fowless (1996), advertisers employ celebrities to endorse their 
products since people consume the meanings of celebrities as well as the products 
themselves. Similarly, Fortini-Campbell (2001) points out that products also have 
personalities as people do. People therefore consume a certain product they want to own 
as identified with celebrities, families, or friends (Fortini-Campbell, 2001). In this sense, 
celebrity endorsement is one of the most powerful advertising strategies (McCracken, 
1987). 
 Some researchers have utilized meaning transfer theory to explain the 
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effectiveness of sport sponsorship as sport marketing has been popularly used in 
marketing communications. When we consider the entities of sport sponsorship, a 
sponsoring brand and a sport event may replace an endorsed brand and a celebrity 
endorser, respectively, in the original three stages of the meaning transfer model. In 
specific, cultural meanings may transfer to a sport event in Stage 1; the meanings of a 
sport event may transfer to a brand when the brand sponsors the event in Stage 2; and 
these meanings may transfer to the consumers who purchase the brand in Stage 3. 
 Likewise, we may apply McCracken’s (1989) meaning transfer model which 
specifically describes the relationship between a celebrity and an endorsed brand to the 
sponsorship studies. Gwinner and Eaton (1999) suggests that celebrities and sport events 
transfer meanings in a similar manner. In specific, consumers associate the meanings of a 
sport event with a sponsoring brand just as they associate those of a celebrity with an 
endorsed brand (Gwinner & Eaton, 1999). However, there is a subtle difference between 
the two types of meaning transfers. The meanings of sport events are based on the type 
and characteristics of the event and individual consumer factors such as past experiences, 
whereas celebrity meanings depend on public image (Gwinner, 1997).  
 
2.4 Processing Mechanics of Sponsorship 
2.4.1 Event Size 
 Jago and Shaw (1998) proposed a nomological structure of various event 
categories (see Figure 2). According to this structure, events cover two categories: routine 
(or common) events and special events. Special events are divided into minor events, 
festivals, and major events. Major events are categorized into hallmark events and mega 
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events. Jago and Shaw defined a special event as “a one-time or infrequently occurring 
event of limited duration that provides the consumer with a leisure and social opportunity 
beyond everyday experience,” and a major event as “a large-scale special event that is 
high in status or prestige and attracts a large crowd and wide media attention” (p.29). 
Although a mega event and a hallmark event are sometimes used synonymously (Kang & 
Perdue, 1994; Mihalik, 1994), they are generally categorized by whether the event is of 
an international scale (mega event) or tied to a specific region (hallmark event) (Jago & 
Show, 1998; Scott, 2004). Festivals and minor special events have a theme and involve a 
celebration in common; however, festivals differ from minor events in that festivals are 
defined as “a special event that is a public themed celebration” (Jago & Show, 1998, 
p.29). Local grassroots sport events are examples of minor special events. Since the 
current study focuses on the effectiveness of local grassroots sport event sponsorships 
compared to that of mega sport event sponsorships, more specific definitions and 
attributes of the two types of events are discussed in the following paragraphs. 
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Figure 2. Diagrammatic Event Framework (Jago & Shaw, 1998, p. 28) 
 
 
 Although Jago and Shaw (1998) pointed out that no absolute boundaries among 
the proposed event categories existed, the distinction between mega events and other 
normal events was essentially one of size (Müller, 2015). With respect to the demarcation 
between mega and regular events, there has been a consensus that mega events are larger 
than regular events. However, the meanings of “large size” vary depending on 
definitions. Mega events are events that generate extraordinarily high levels of tourism, 
media coverage, prestige or economic impact for the host community or destination 
beyond their size or significance (Getz, 1997). Roche (2000) defined mega events as 
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“large-scale cultural events, which had a dramatic character, mass popular appeal, and 
international significance” (p. 1). According to Roberts (2004), mega sport events have 
attributes including ‘big,’ ‘international,’ ‘out of the ordinary,’ and ‘discontinuous.’ In 
addition to the attributes, Roberts emphasized mega events’ ability to transmit 
promotional messages to billions of people through telecommunications. Similarly, 
Horne (2007) addressed that mega events involved two main components: significant 
consequences for the host city, region or nation in which they occur, and considerable 
media coverage. These definitions, taken together, emphasize the importance of media 
coverage beyond the simple arithmetical size of events. 
 The FIFA World Cup and the Summer Olympics are obviously examples of mega 
events since they have great impact on communities and yield media interests globally 
(Arcodia & Robb, 2000). The 2014 FIFA World Cup Brazil produced an estimated 
cumulative TV audience of 32 billion viewers and 214 countries received the signal from 
the event (World Broadcasting Unions, 2014). According to the International Olympic 
Committee (IOC) (2012), Olympic broadcasters had the potential TV audience of 4.8 
billion viewers during the London 2012 Olympic Games in over 220 territories. 
 Although previous definitions of mega events have suggested their constituents, 
prior research has rarely provided clear criteria of an event to be called a mega event. 
Deffner and Labrianidis (2005) found specific criteria of mega events based on the 1987 
Congress of the Association Internationale d’Experts Scientifiques du Tourisme (AIEST). 
According to the criteria, an event is called a mega event when its volume exceeds one 
million visits and its capital cost is greater than 750 million Deutsche marks as of 1987. 
Marris (1987) additionally contained a psychological criterion such as a reputation as a 
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“must see” event. Roche (1994) added the condition of duration as a criterion as follows: 
“mega-events are short-term events with long-term consequences for the cities that stage 
them” (p. 1). However, Roche did not suggest a specific criterion regarding the duration 
of a mega event. Deffner and Labrianidis (2005) addressed there was no temporal 
specification for considering an event “mega.” More recently, Müller (2015) categorized 
large-scale events into major events, mega events, and giga events according to four 
constitutive dimensions including visitor attractiveness, mediated reach, costs and 
transformative impact. 
 Based on the previous definitions of mega events, the present study regards an 
event as a mega event when it satisfies the following criteria: large scale (Getz, 1997; 
Roberts, 2004; Roche, 2000), international significance (Roberts, 2004; Roche, 2000), 
mass popular appeal (Roche, 2000), considerable economic impacts on the host 
community (Getz, 1997; Horne, 2007), and considerable media coverage (Getz, 1997; 
Horne, 2007; Roberts, 2004). The current study operationally defines a mega event as an 
event satisfying the criteria above based on consumer perceptions rather than on fixed 
numerical criteria. If a majority of consumers perceive the constituents considerable, the 
event is considered a mega event. This operational definition is in line with the viewpoint 
that the definitions of each event category depend on one’s perspective (Getz, 1991; Jago 
& Shaw, 1998). 
 Although the impact of event size on consumer responses has been suggested by 
several prior sponsorship studies, relevant empirical research has been scarcely 
conducted. Since McDonald (1991) contended that the smaller (or more local) the 
sponsorship the sincerer the sponsor was considered, subsequent research has focused on 
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the relationship between event size and consumers’ perceived goodwill. Gwinner (1997) 
argued that consumers viewed a brand sponsoring a small event as providing services to 
attendees rather than as promoting the brand since they thought small events often 
suffered from lack of financial supports. In this perspective, Gwinner suggested that a 
firm sponsoring a small event generated goodwill. Meenaghan and Shipley (1999) 
claimed that perceived goodwill varied depending on event categories and degree of 
exploitation. For example, when a brand sponsors a mass event, consumers feel the 
sponsorship relation is commercial rather than philanthropic (Meenaghan & Shipley, 
1999). Smith (2004) argued that consumers recognized local sponsorships were altruistic 
and sincere. Similarly, community-based sponsorships seek to generate goodwill 
(Cornwell et al., 2005). Thus, sponsorships of local or small events, may benefit from 
developing perceived goodwill, sincerity, altruism, or philanthropy, compared to mega 
event sponsorships. 
 
2.4.2 Sponsorship Duration 
 Prior research has suggested that the duration of a sponsorship relationship 
between a sponsoring brand and a sponsored event significantly influences consumer 
responses. If consumers see a sponsor’s name related to the same sport event every year, 
the strongly formed associations between the sponsor and the event makes consumers 
consider the significance of the sponsor-event relationship (Cornwell, Roy, & Steinard, 
2001). In addition, it is crucial for sponsors to maintain long-term sponsorship 
relationship, in order to develop unique outcomes that competitors cannot duplicate 
(Amis, Slack, & Berrett, 1999; Cornwell et al., 2001). Reversely, one-time sponsorships 
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may have a negative impact on consumers’ attitudes toward a sponsoring brand. Smith 
(2004) claimed that a sponsor’s continuous support generated positive image transfer 
from an event to the sponsor whereas negative image transfer occurred when the support 
was withdrawn. 
 The effectiveness of sponsorship duration on consumer responses is indeed 
supported by empirical research. Longer sponsorship duration generates the greater 
potential impact (Marshall & Cook, 1992), awareness of the sponsor of the event 
(Crimmins & Horn, 1996; d’Astous & Bitz, 1995), perceived brand equity (Cornwell et 
al., 2001), and overall fit between a sponsor and a sponsored object (Olson & Thjømøe, 
2011). Quester and Farrelly (1998), on the contrary, identified that a sponsor’s repetitious 
involvement with an event did not generate strong associations between the sponsor and 
the sponsored event. Quester and Farrelly specifically found consumers showed 
insignificantly different sponsor-event association scores among two, three, and four year 
repeated sponsorships in the Grand Prix.  
 Prior studies have extended the body of knowledge in sponsorship research with 
respect to the effectiveness of sponsorship duration on consumer responses. However, a 
disagreement in the effectiveness exists. The disagreement may result from the prior 
research’s employing only mega events or all general events without distinction of the 
event size. Prior research has focused on the duration effect of general sponsorships, not 
on that of local sponsorships in particular. For some sport events, sponsorship is 
considered more than just desirable; it is necessary for survival (McDonald, 1991). To 
operate a local sport event, sponsors’ monetary or in-kind supports are necessary. On the 
other hand, a mega sport event may attract other sufficient economic sources (e.g., ticket 
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sales, broadcasting rights) than sponsorship contracts. Thus, consumers may perceive that 
a local sport event needs more support from corporate sponsors than does a mega sport 
event. For this reason, a corporation’s local sport event sponsorship over multiple years 
may be considered sincere since its continuous support is helpful for the event operation. 
Yet, a few consumers may consider a corporate sponsor of a mega sport event supporting 
the event only with the pure intention of creating a successful event operation even 
though the corporation makes a long-term sponsorship contract. Instead, they may 
perceive more commercial intent by the sponsoring corporation. This inference allows us 
to expect the likelihood of an interaction effect between event size and consumer 
responses. This idea is also supported by Smith’s (2004) suggestion that consumer 
perceptions of sponsorship sincerity and quality may be affected by an interaction 
between event status and sponsorship duration.  
  
2.4.3 Sponsor-event Congruence and Schema Paradigm 
According to Cornwell et al. (2005), similarity or relatedness among particular 
images influences storage in memory and retrieval of information. This concept has been 
employed in endorsement advertising prior to sponsorship research. Advertising 
practitioners should be able to elicit a tight fit between the celebrity endorser and the 
endorsed brand to enhance advertising impact (Charbonneau & Garland, 2005). Many 
prior academic researchers have focused on the match-up hypothesis as one of the most 
important topics in the domain of celebrity endorsements. They have mainly cited two 
theories, social adaptation theory (Kahle & Homer, 1985; Kamins, 1990) and associative 
learning theory (Till & Busler, 2000) to develop the idea of match-up hypothesis. 
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According to Kahle and Homer (1985), the match-up hypothesis in the celebrity 
endorsement context fits well with social adaptation theory. Similarly, Kahle and Timmer 
(1983) suggested the adaptive significance of information determined its impact. For 
example, an attractive celebrity in an advertisement is an effective source of information 
for an attractiveness-enhancing product in the consumers’ mind. Similarly, Kamins 
(1990) asserted that a celebrity endorser’s physical attractiveness had a positive impact 
on the consumers’ evaluations for an attractiveness-related product in an advertisement. 
Another theory which has been cited by the match-up studies is associative learning 
theory. According to this theory, an associative network structure in a person’s memory 
entails a certain pattern of concepts linked to each other (Collins & Loftus, 1975). When 
a celebrity endorses a brand in an advertisement, a consumer’s pre-existing knowledge 
associated with the brand and the celebrity may create a connection between them in the 
consumer’s memory. Similarly, Till and Busler (2000) regarded belongingness, 
relatedness, fit, and similarity as important factors for establishing an associative link 
between a celebrity endorser and an endorsed product. 
Since Kahle and Homer (1985) first proposed the match-up hypothesis, it has 
been examined many times by subsequent researchers. Kamins (1990) found that the 
endorser-product attractiveness match enhanced the spokesperson’s credibility and 
attitude toward the advertisement. Brand recall and brand affect increased during 
congruent conditions with an endorser and brand (Misra & Beatty, 1990); and fit between 
the spokesperson and the product enhanced the believability of the endorser (Kamins & 
Gupta, 1994). Additionally, Till and Busler (2000) demonstrated the endorser-product 
congruence effect on brand attitude, and Koernig and Boyd (2009) found evidence to 
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support the effectiveness of athlete endorser-product congruence on attitude toward the 
advertisement and the brand, and purchase intention. These antecedent studies have 
developed the concept of match-up effect theoretically and empirically in the context of 
advertising and sport marketing research. 
The development of the match-up hypothesis in endorsement has led sport 
marketing researchers to explore the effectiveness of sponsor-event congruence on 
consumer responses (e.g., Gwinner & Eaton, 1999; Koo, Quarterman, & Flynn, 2006; 
Lee & Cho, 2009; McDaniel, 1999; Speed & Thompson, 2000). Meaning transfer theory 
and schema paradigm were the theoretical backgrounds which have been mainly used to 
develop the sponsor-event congruence theory.  
McCracken’s (1989) meaning transfer theory was also employed to develop the 
sponsor-event congruence theory (Gwinner, 1997). Meaning transfer theory originally 
explains the processes surrounding the case when a celebrity endorses a product. 
Specifically, the cultural meanings in certain celebrities are transferred to the products 
they endorse in advertising campaigns. In the context of sponsorship, consumers might 
associate cultural meanings of a sponsored event with a sponsoring brand. A sport event 
may operate like a celebrity endorser and a sponsoring brand may play a role as an 
endorsed brand if we compare the relationship between an event and a sponsor to the 
relationship between a celebrity and an endorsed brand. Cornwell et al. (2005), however, 
claimed that the adaptation of McCracken’s (1989) model to sponsorship research did not 
specify the effectiveness of sponsor-event congruence since it was concerned more with 
the movement of meaning from an event to a sponsor and less with the mechanism of the 
pairing process between a sponsor and an event. 
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McDaniel (1999) used the schema paradigm to support the effectiveness of 
sponsor-event congruence conceptually. In addition, Koo et al. (2006) employed Fiske’s 
(1982) theory of schema-triggered effect to underpin the concept of the sponsor-event 
congruence effect. Koo et al. (2006) defined a schema as an active organization of past 
experience in a consumer’s mind. When consumers meet a certain sport sponsorship 
activity, the fit between a sponsoring brand and a sponsored event may trigger their 
positive responses toward the sponsor via the schemas which are already built up in their 
minds. Similarly, Gwinner and Eaton (1999) suggested that brand associations are formed 
through sponsorship activities based on Keller’s (1993) associative memory process. 
More recently, Lee and Cho (2009) proposed that sponsor-event similarity or relatedness 
influenced retrieval processes of consumers’ memory which is related to their prior 
experience. Hence, the congruence between a sponsor and an event seems to be a 
significant factor which positively affects the sponsorship effectiveness. 
 Based on these theories, a series of studies investigating the effectiveness of 
sponsor-event congruence on consumer responses was conducted. Congruence between 
sponsor and event enhances sponsor recall (Johar & Pham, 1999; Rodgers, 2003), 
sponsor credibility (Rifon et al., 2004), attitude toward the sponsor (Jagre, Watson, & 
Watson, 2001; Rodgers, 2003; Speed & Thompson, 2000), and purchase intention 
(Rodgers, 2003; Speed & Thompson, 2000). In addition, Gwinner and Eaton (1999) 
devised more elaborate way to measure sponsor-event congruence by using two separate 
dimensions: “functional-based” and “image-based” similarities. Functional-based 
similarity exists when consumers perceive that a sponsoring brand is actually used by 
participants in a sponsored event (McDonald, 1991; Gwinner, 1997; Gwinner & Eaton, 
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1999). Image-based similarity occurs when images of a sponsor and an event are 
congruent in consumers’ minds (Gwinner, 1997; Gwinner & Eaton, 1999). Although 
Gwinner and Eaton (1999) did not measure the effect on consumers’ attitudes toward the 
sponsor or purchase intentions, they found that both types of similarity enhanced image 
transfer from a sponsor to a sport event. Gwinner and Eaton’s (1999) sponsor-event 
congruence dimensions influenced subsequent relevant research (e.g., Bigné, Currás-
Pérez, & Aldás-Manzano, 2012; Coppetti, Wentzel, Tomczak, & Henkel, 2009; Koo et 
al., 2006; Poon & Prendergast, 2006). 
 
2.5 Attitudinal Constructs in Sponsorship 
2.5.1 Goodwill 
 Goodwill is consumers’ perceived positive attitude toward a sponsor supporting 
and facilitating an event, team, or cause in which they are passionate (Dees et al., 2008). 
This goodwill factor is driven by consumers’ belief that “commercial sponsorship 
directly benefits sports, the arts, and many other activities” (Meenaghan, 2001, p. 197). 
Prior research has compared sponsorship to advertising when discussing its attributes. 
The main factor distinguishing sponsorship from traditional advertising is goodwill 
(Meenaghan, 2001). Consumers may recognize that advertising is more commercial than 
sponsorship since sponsorship entails a paid fee for potential marketing communication 
values in the future, while advertising provides a more knowable and controlled 
communication (Cornwell et al., 2005). Likewise, goodwill is one of the significant 
attitudinal constructs a brand benefits from by sponsoring activities. Despite the 
importance of goodwill in sponsorship research, only a few studies have focused on what 
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factors affect goodwill or what outcomes are influenced by goodwill. 
 Prior research has suggested that goodwill—which has also been called sincerity 
(Olson, 2010; Speed & Thompson, 2000), altruism (Dean, 2002; Rifon et al., 2004), or 
skepticism (Alexandris, Tsaousi, & James, 2007)—has a positive impact on sponsorship 
outcomes. Olson (2010) found sincerity had positive effects on sponsor equity and 
attitude toward the sponsorship. Speed and Thompson (2000) identified that sponsor 
sincerity positively influenced attitude toward the sponsor and purchase intention. 
According to a regression analysis by Dees et al. (2008) on attitude toward the sponsor, 
goodwill, and fan involvement on consumers’ intentions to support the corporate 
sponsors via purchasing behaviors, goodwill had the most impact on the dependent 
variable. These results may be caused by consumers’ perceptions that sponsorship is less 
commercial compared to traditional advertising, and their goodwill is diminished when 
they perceive the sponsorship activities as insincere (Olson, 2010; Quester & Thompson, 
2001; Speed & Thompson, 2000). 
 Although some research has investigated the effectiveness of goodwill on 
sponsorship outcome variables, relatively scarce empirical research has focused on 
predictors of goodwill. Rifon et al. (2004) have used perceived altruism as a dependent 
variable, where sponsor-cause congruence was identified to be a positive predictor. More 
recently, Olson (2010) found pre-attitude toward the sponsor, pre-attitude toward the 
event, sponsor-event fit, and sponsor involvement were positive predictors of sponsor 
sincerity. In addition, several conceptual studies have suggested event size might 
influence consumers’ perceived goodwill toward the sponsor (Cornwell et al., 2005; 
Gwinner, 1997; McDonald, 1991; Meenaghan & Shipley, 1999; Smith, 2004). Out of the 
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marketing communication tools, sponsorship is obviously one of the effective ways to 
obtain consumers’ perceived goodwill toward the sponsoring brand. Moreover, the 
effectiveness of goodwill on sponsorship outcomes (e.g., sponsor attitude, purchase 
intention) has been empirically identified. Hence, it may be important to find what 
predictors enhance corporate goodwill via sponsorship activities. 
 
2.5.2 Attitude toward the Sponsor 
 In the consumer research domain, an attitude is “an individual’s overall 
evaluation of an object, issue, or person” (Rogers, 2003, p. 68). It generally refers to the 
degree to which an individual views an object favorably or positively (Rogers, 2003). 
Enhancing consumers’ positive attitudes toward sponsoring companies is one of the main 
purposes of sponsorship (Cornwell & Maignan, 1998). Liking, preference, particular 
attitudes, or favorable thoughts are often considered affective measures (Cornwell et al., 
2005). Out of the affective measures, numerous studies have employed attitude toward 
the sponsor as a consumer-focused sponsorship outcome.  
 Jagre et al. (2001) and Becker-Olsen and Simmons (2002) suggested that a low-
fit cause sponsorship resulted in a less favorable attitude toward the sponsoring firm. 
Rogers (2003) identified that perceived relevance of the sponsor-sponsee link had a 
positive impact on attitude toward the sponsor. Rifon et al. (2004) found that sponsor-
cause congruence positively affected sponsor attitudes. Similarly, Gwinner and Bennett 
(2008) and Koo et al. (2006) identified the effectiveness of sponsor-event fit on attitude 
toward the sponsor. Likewise, many prior studies have focused on the relationship 
between sponsor-sponsee congruence and attitude toward the sponsor. In addition to the 
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congruence effects, attitude toward the sponsor has been proven to be influenced by other 
predictors including prior attitude toward the brand (Lee & Cho, 2009), belief regarding 
sponsorship (Alexandris et al., 2007), sport activity involvement (Alexandris et al., 
2007), fan identification (Gwinner & Swanson, 2003), organizational identification 
(Cornwell & Coote, 2005), sponsor credibility (Rifon et al., 2004) and sincerity of the 
sponsor (Kim et al., 2011). 
 Attitude toward the sponsor, in the meantime, has been investigated as a 
predictor of other dependent variables. Speed and Thompson (2000) identified that 
attitude toward the sponsor was significantly associated with intention to use the 
sponsor’s product. Similarly, Gwinner and Bennett (2008), Kim et al. (2011), Koo et al. 
(2006), and Lee and Cho (2009) found that attitude toward the sponsoring brand 
positively influenced purchase intentions. Likewise, attitude toward the sponsor has 
served as an important variable prior to behavioral intentions in sponsorship. 
 
2.5.3 Purchase Intention 
 Purchase intention has often been located prior to attitude toward the sponsor 
since the concepts of attitude and behavior are inextricably connected to persuasion 
(Rogers, 2003). Advertising research generally assumes a positive relationship between 
attitude toward the brand and purchase intention (e.g., Goldsmith, Lafferty, & Newell, 
2000; La Ferle & Choi, 2005). Similarly, sponsorship research suggests that attitude 
toward the sponsor is positively associated with purchase intention (Dees et al., 2008; 
Speed & Thompson, 2000). In addition, purchase intention has been used as a 
sponsorship outcome measure which was indirectly affected by predictors through 
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attitude toward the sponsoring brand. For example, Gwinner and Bennett (2008) found 
that event-sponsor fit affected attitude toward the sponsor, subsequently influencing 
purchase intention. Lee and Cho (2009) identified that personality congruence between 
sporting event and sponsoring brand positively influenced purchase intention directly and 
indirectly through attitude toward the sponsoring brand. Lee and Cho additionally found 
that prior attitude toward the brand had a positive impact on purchase intention directly 
and indirectly via attitude toward the sponsoring brand. Biscaia, Correia, Rosado, Ross, 
and Maroco (2013) found behavior loyalty positively affected purchase intention directly 
and indirectly through attitude toward the sponsor. Likewise, an attitudinal outcome plays 
a significant role, preceding a behavioral outcome in sponsorship research. 
 In the meantime, a variety of factors directly influencing purchase intention have 
been examined in sponsorship research. Speed and Thompson (2000) identified that 
intention to use the sponsor’s product was positively influenced by sponsor-event fit, 
personal liking, perceived ubiquity, and perceived sincerity, respectively. Rogers (2003) 
found that intent to purchase a sponsored product was higher for a relevant sponsorship 
linkage than an irrelevant one. Koo et al. (2006) showed that corporate image and brand 
recognition positively influenced purchase intention. In addition, goodwill and fan 
involvement have been verified as significant factors to enhance purchase intention (Dee 
et al., 2008). More recently, Kim et al. (2011) found the direct effects from relationship 
quality and perceived sincerity to purchase intention. Ngan, Prendergast, and Tsang 
(2011) identified that a sponsored team’s performance had a positive impact on the 
intention to purchase a sponsor’s product. 
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2.6 Summary of Literature Review 
 The current study reviewed theoretical backgrounds, including attribution theory, 
balance theory, meaning transfer theory, and schema paradigm, which have been 
significant foundations for prior sponsorship studies as well as for the development of the 
current study’s hypotheses. The current study considered goodwill as a core dependent 
measure which may be influenced by whether a corporation sponsors a local sport event 
or a mega sport event. Additionally, attitude toward the sponsor and purchase intention 
were considered as affective and behavioral outcomes, respectively. Sponsor-event 
congruence and sponsorship duration were also considered important factors which might 
affect the sponsorship outcomes. The next section conceptualizes hypotheses of the 
present study based on the literature review and other previous relevant research. 
 
2.7 Hypotheses Development 
2.7.1 The Effectiveness of Event Size on Goodwill 
 Although goodwill acts as an important factor in sport sponsorships, prior 
research has scarcely investigated how corporations would be able to enhance goodwill. 
Instead, we may find previous studies which have found the effectiveness of sincerity 
(Olson, 2010; Speed & Thompson, 2000), altruism (Dean, 2002; Rifon et al., 2004), and 
skepticism (Alexandris et al., 2007) on sponsorship outcomes with a similar meaning to 
goodwill. Lack of empirical research investigating predictors of goodwill has limited the 
body of knowledge in sponsorship research. 
 Event size may be considered an important predictor of goodwill. According to 
attribution theory, each individual tends to find a reason why a certain event happens 
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based on commonsense explanations (Heider, 1958; Kelly, 1973). There are two types of 
attribution processes: internal attribution and external attribution (Heider, 1958). 
According to Heider, people tend to find a personal cause affecting a certain action in the 
former, and find a situational cause in the latter. The causal inference process may be 
found when consumers view a corporation’s sponsorship activities in a sport event. 
Consumers try to understand why a corporation sponsors a sport event since they act as 
naïve scientists (Dean, 2002). Kelley’s (1973) discounting principle suggests that an 
attribution for an action is minimized when the action is explained by an alternative 
attribution. Consumers may evaluate a sponsor more positively when they perceive the 
sponsor’s intention to support a sport event without any external attribution (i.e., 
commercial intentions) than when they find the cause through the external attribution. 
The former is more likely to happen in local sport event sponsorships than in mega sport 
event sponsorships since consumers may recognize it is hard for local sport events to 
secure operating funds through other sources (i.e., ticket sales, broadcasting rights). 
Several previous studies have conceptually suggested that a company benefits 
from sponsoring a local event compared to a mega event sponsorship. Consumers tend to 
recognize that the smaller or more local the sponsored event, the more sincere the 
sponsoring company appears in its sponsorship activities (McDonald, 1991). Smith 
(2004) pointed out that consumers recognized altruism in local sponsorship and 
considered it more sincere. Cornwell et al. (2005) noted that community-based 
sponsorships seek to develop goodwill. Meenaghan and Shipley (1999) suggested that 
mass sport sponsorships generated perceived commercialism whereas sponsorships with 
social causes enhanced perceived goodwill. Speed and Thompson (2000) argued that 
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large corporations sponsoring mega events might be a dangerous marketing 
communication strategy as consumers’ perceived sincerity of the sponsor might be at risk 
if leveraging or publicity highlights the commercial objectives of the sponsor. Thus, the 
following hypothesis was developed: 
 
H1: A corporate sponsor will generate greater perceptions of goodwill when it sponsors 
a local sport event than when it sponsors a mega sport event. 
 
2.7.2 Interaction Effects between Event Size and Sponsorship Duration 
 Previous research has identified the effectiveness of sponsorship duration on 
consumer responses such as sponsoring brand awareness (Crimmins & Horn, 1996; 
d’Astous & Bitz, 1995), the perceived brand equity (Cornwell et al., 2001), and overall fit 
between a sponsor and a sponsee (Olson & Thjømøe, 2011). However, Quester and 
Farrelly (1998) found the duration effect was not significant in terms of brand loyalty in 
consumers’ mind. Prior studies regarding the sponsorship duration effect mostly paid 
attention to mega events or general events, not focusing on local or small event 
sponsorship in particular. Event size may generate a difference in the outcomes of the 
sponsorship duration effect. 
A local sport event requires sponsors’ financial or in-kind support to operate the 
event. It is hard for the event managers to find independent monetary sources, such as 
ticket sales and broadcasting rights, which become revenues of a mega sport event. For 
this reason, consumers may perceive it as sincerer when a corporation sponsors a local 
sport event during multiple years than when they view a mega sport sponsorship with a 
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multiple-year contract, a local sport sponsorship with a one-time contract, and a mega 
sport sponsorship with a one-time contract. This idea is supported by Smith’s (2004) 
suggestion that interaction between event status and sponsorship duration influences 
consumers’ perceived sincerity and quality of a sponsor. Thus, the following hypothesis 
was developed: 
 
H2: There will be an interaction between event size and sponsorship duration on 
consumers’ perceptions of goodwill. In particular, a corporation’s local sport event 
sponsorship with a long sponsorship duration will generate significantly higher 
consumers’ perceptions of goodwill than will a corporation’s sport event sponsorships in 
other conditions. 
 
2.7.3 Interaction Effects between Event Size and Sponsor-event Fit 
 According to the attribution theory, people tend to find reasons why a certain 
situation has occurred based on commonsense explanations, acting as a naïve scientist 
(Heider, 1958; Kelley, 1973). In addition, more attributional process is generated when 
people view unexpected or incongruent behaviors than when they view expected or 
congruent actions (Hastie, 1984). Accordingly, incongruence between a sponsor and its 
cause elicits an attributional process including cognitive evaluation and elaboration 
(Rifon et al., 2004). This elaboration process generates resistance to a positive message 
(Petty & Cacioppo, 1981). Therefore, an elaboration process stimulated by incongruence 
between a sponsor and its cause may encourage consumers to resist a sponsorship 
message. Rifon et al. (2004) claimed that a high congruence sponsorship did not yield as 
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many elaborations as a low congruence sponsorship. Hence, sponsor-event congruence 
may strengthen consumers’ beliefs in sponsor motives to support an event, whereas 
sponsor-event incongruence may generate skepticism in sponsor motives. 
 Accordingly, sponsor-event congruence conditions may not confuse consumers’ 
thinking process in causal inferences regarding the relationship between a sponsor and an 
event. However, sponsor-event incongruence conditions may make it impossible for 
consumers to infer the sponsor-event relationship through commonsense explanations. 
When a sport brand sponsors a local sport event, consumers are more likely to consider 
the brand’s intention is to support the event operation than when a sport brand sponsors a 
mega sport event. In these two conditions, consumers’ attributional processes may be not 
interrupted by sponsor-event incongruence situations. However, sponsor-event 
incongruence conditions may mute the effectiveness of event size since consumers may 
perceive the sponsor’s intention as commercial even in a local sport event sponsorship. 
Thus, the interaction between the event size and sponsor-event congruence is expected. 
Specifically, we would expect the highest perceived goodwill when consumers view a 
local sport sponsorship in a high sponsor-event fit condition. 
 Prior research found some evidence relevant to interaction effects between event 
size and sponsor-event fit. Meenaghan and Shipley (1999) suggested that perceived 
goodwill varies by sponsorship category and degree of exploitation. Sponsors establish a 
strategy of concentrating on a particular category of sponsorship such as sports and arts. 
Mass event sponsorships generate a high degree of exploitation and decrease the 
sponsor’s goodwill, whereas sponsorships with social causes yield a low degree of 
exploitation and increase goodwill in consumers’ minds (Meenaghan & Shipley, 1999). 
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The sponsor-cause congruence effect examined by Rifon et al. (2004) may be considered 
a main factor enhancing social causes in sponsorship activities since high congruence 
sponsorship may create socially acceptable reasons why a sponsor supports an event. 
Based on Meenaghan and Shipley’s (1999) argument that event size and social causes are 
crucial factors in improving goodwill, therefore, one may consider possible situations 
such as mega event sponsorship with low sponsor-cause congruence and local event 
sponsorship with high sponsor-cause congruence. Accordingly, the interaction effect 
between event size and congruence on goodwill may exist in the sponsorship context. 
 d’Astous and Bitz (1995) empirically identified interaction effects between the 
nature of the sponsorship (commercial vs. philanthropic) and sponsor-event fit (strong vs. 
weak) on the sponsorship’s image and the sponsor’s image. Mega sport event 
sponsorships may elicit more perceived commercialism than do local sport event 
sponsorships. In this context, interaction effects between sport event size and sponsor-
event congruence are expected. Similarly, Speed and Thompson (2000) empirically found 
significant interaction effects between perceived event status and sponsor-event fit on 
sponsorship responses including favorability, interest, and intention to use the sponsor’s 
product with negative directions. Speed and Thompson also identified that the interaction 
term is negatively correlated with perceived sincerity. This particular result suggests that 
the more positive a sponsor-event fit is, the more negative the effect of event status on 
perceived sincerity becomes. Although event status does not perfectly refer to event size, 
Speed and Thompson suggest that high-status events include major sporting events such 
as the Olympics, the FIFA World Cups, and the Grand Prix. This logic allows us to 
expect that the higher the level of fit between a sponsor and a sponsored event, the 
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stronger the association between event size and perceived goodwill. Thus, the following 
hypothesis was developed: 
 
H3: There will be an interaction between event size and sponsor-event congruence on 
goodwill. In particular, a corporation’s local sport event sponsorship with high level of 
sponsor-event congruence will generate significantly higher consumers’ perceptions of 
goodwill than will a corporation’s sport event sponsorships in other conditions. 
 
2.7.4 Relationships among Dependent Variables 
 Previous research has heavily focused on attitude toward the sponsor and 
intention to purchase a sponsor’s product to measure sponsorship effectiveness (e.g., 
Biscaia et al., 2013; Gwinner & Benett, 2008; Koo et al., 2006; Lee & Cho, 2009). Some 
studies attempted to measure attitude toward the sponsorship (e.g., Olson, 2010; 
Simmons & Becker-Olsen, 2006) which preceded affective and behavioral outcomes 
toward the sponsor. However, attitude toward the sponsorship measures a sponsorship 
outcome too broadly to contain particular personalities of individual sponsorship 
activities, since sponsorship campaigns contain multiple activities which possess 
individual attributes transferred by association to the sponsoring brand (Meenaghan, 
2001). The current study, therefore, focuses on goodwill as initial an outcome variable of 
sponsorship activities prior to attitude toward the sponsor and purchase intention. 
 The significant relationship between goodwill and attitude toward the sponsor 
has been identified by several previous empirical studies. Speed and Thompson (2000) 
identified that perceived sincerity significantly and positively influenced favorability 
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toward the sponsor. Kim et al. (2011) additionally identified the path from sincerity to 
attitude toward the sponsor was positive and significant. More importantly, Dees et al. 
(2008) found a significant and positive correlation between goodwill and attitude toward 
the sponsor. Thus, the following hypothesis is developed: 
 
H4: Consumers’ perceptions of goodwill will positively influence their attitudes toward 
the sponsor. 
  
 The relationship between attitude toward the sponsor and purchase intent to 
purchase the sponsor’s product has been explained based on the significant relationship 
between attitude toward the brand and purchase intention in the domain of marketing and 
advertising research (e.g., La Ferle & Choi, 2005; Goldsmith et al., 2000; MacKenzie & 
Lutz, 1989; MacKenzie, Lutz, & Belch, 1986; Mitchell & Olson, 1981). Similarly, 
sponsorship studies also have illustrated the effectiveness of sponsorship in the 
perspective of the sequential path from attitude toward the sponsoring brand to purchase 
intention (Lee & Cho, 2009; Gwinner & Bennett, 2008; Koo et al., 2006). Speed and 
Thompson (2000) additionally found that attitude toward the sponsor was positively 
associated with consumers’ intentions to use the product of the sponsoring brand. Thus, 
the following hypothesis is developed: 
 
H5: Attitude toward the sponsor will positively affect purchase intentions. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODS 
3.1 Study Outline 
 The current study includes a pretest and a main study to test the moderating 
effects of sponsorship duration and sponsor-event congruence between event size and 
consumer responses. Appropriate stimulus materials for the main study were determined 
through the pretest results. The main study tested five hypotheses via an experiment. It 
examined the effectiveness of event size on goodwill (H1). In addition to the main effect 
of the event size, the current study investigated the interaction effect between event size 
and sponsorship duration on goodwill (H2); and the interaction effect between event size 
and sponsor-event congruence on goodwill (H3). Subsequently, causal paths from 
goodwill to attitude toward the sponsor (H4) and from attitude toward the sponsor to 
purchase intention (H5) were tested. 
 
3.2 Participants and Study Design 
 Participants were recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk), the largest 
online labor marketplace where registered members conduct human-related tasks for 
micro payments (Wu, 2013). A total of 406 male (60.3%) and female (39.7%) 
respondents in the United States participated in the online survey. The participants’ age 
ranged from 18 to 74 years old (M = 34.83) and 77.1% of the participants were 
Caucasian. Table 1 presents detailed demographic information regarding the participants 
of the current study. 
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Table 1 
Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents  
Variable N % 
Gender   
Male 245 60.3 
Female 161 39.7 
Race   
Caucasian 313 77.1 
African American 27 6.7 
Hispanic 21 5.2 
Asian 39 9.6 
Others 6 1.5 
Highest education   
High school 101 24.9 
Associate degree 69 17.0 
Bachelor degree 189 46.6 
Graduate degree 44 10.8 
Others 3 0.7 
Household income in 2015   
Less than $19,999 49 12.1 
$20,000-$49,999 161 39.7 
$50,000-$79,999 108 26.6 
$80,000-$109,999 42 10.3 
$110,000-$139,999 16 3.9 
$140,000-$169,999 10 2.5 
$170,000-$199,999 6 1.5 
$200,000 or more 2 0.5 
Prefer not to answer 12 3.0 
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 Random sampling was utilized in the subject selection process. The present 
experiment employed a 2 × 2 × 2 between-subjects factorial design: (1) event size (mega 
and local), (2) sponsorship duration (long-term and short-term), and (3) congruence 
between a sponsoring brand and a sponsored event (congruence and incongruence). Each 
participant was randomly assigned one of the eight news clipping manipulations: a 
repeated mega sport event sponsorship with sponsor-event congruence (n = 57), a 
repeated mega sport event sponsorship with sponsor-event incongruence (n = 51), a 
repeated local sport event sponsorship with sponsor-event congruence (n = 53), a 
repeated mega sport event sponsorship with sponsor-event incongruence (n = 53), a one-
time mega sport event sponsorship with sponsor-event congruence (n = 46), a one-time 
mega sport event sponsorship with sponsor-event incongruence (n = 50), a one-time local 
sport event sponsorship with sponsor-event congruence (n = 50), a one-time mega sport 
event sponsorship with sponsor-event incongruence (n = 46). 
 
3.3 Pretest 
 A pretest was conducted to determine the proper pair of events and the 
sponsoring brands’ product categories presenting the two levels of sponsor-event 
congruence. Before conducting the pretest, we selected one mega and one local sport 
event. We employed existing sport events and real brands in the stimulus materials (i.e., 
fictitious news clippings) to enhance external validity. The FIFA World Cup and 
Soccerfest were selected as a mega sport event and a local sport event, respectively. The 
FIFA World Cup is expected to be perceived as a mega sport event since its physical size 
is obviously huge in terms of the number of cumulative TV audiences (i.e., 32 billion 
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viewers in the FIFA World Cup Brazil 2014) and sponsorship revenue (i.e., $1.6 billion in 
the FIFA World Cup Brazil 2014) (IEG, 2014; World Broadcasting Unions, 2014). 
Soccerfest is expected to be considered a local sport event because it is a non-profit 
grassroots soccer tournament. It has been held in the western Massachusetts area once a 
year since 2002 but in the stimulus materials, the location was not mentioned. Since both 
are soccer events the confounding effect of different sports was avoided. 
 The objective of pretest was to select the most appropriate and inappropriate 
brands with the sport events above in terms of sponsor-event congruence. The high-
congruence candidate brands included Adidas and Gatorade, whereas the low-congruence 
candidates included Colgate and Dove. The combination of four brands and two events 
created eight pairs. The pretest participants were recruited from a university located in the 
Eastern region of the United States. Thirty male (63.3%) and female (36.7%) students 
participated in the pretest survey. The participants’ age ranged from 20 to 30 years old (M 
= 22.13) and 90.0% of the participants were Caucasian. Information regarding the FIFA 
World Cup and the Soccerfest was provided to participants before they answer any 
questions. The introduction articles are presented in Appendix A. Thereafter, the 
participants rated each pair of the eight conditions created by the combination of 2 event 
types and 4 number of brands on sponsor-event congruence level. We used Speed and 
Thompson’s (2000) three-item, seven-point Likert scale (1 = “strongly disagree” and 7 = 
“strongly agree”). The three items include the following statements: “There is a logical 
connection between the event and the sponsor,” “The company and the event stand for 
similar things,” and “It makes sense to me that this company sponsors this event.”  
 The pretest participants rated Adidas as a highest-fit sponsor of both sport events, 
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followed by Gatorade, Dove, and Colgate (see Table 2). Adidas and Dove were selected 
congruent and incongruent sponsors, respectively. Even though Colgate was rated as a 
lowest-fit sponsor of both sport events, we determined to employ Dove as an incongruent 
sponsor for the following reasons. First, in the experiment, it is important to make 
respondents believe the sponsorship would really occur. Dove seems to be more 
believable than Colgate being a sponsor of sport events. Second, the pretest results show 
that Dove is still far less congruent than Adidas. The paired-samples t-test results indicate 
that Adidas is significantly more congruent with the FIFA World Cup as its sponsor than 
Dove (Mean difference = 2.22, t-value = 7.69, p < .001) and significantly more congruent 
with Soccerfest than Dove (Mean difference = 2.40, t-value = 8.95, p < .001). The 
detailed results are presented in Table 3.  
 
Table 2 
Pretest Results: Perceived Sponsor-event Fit 
 FIFA World Cup Soccerfest 
Sponsor M SD M SD 
Adidas 5.82 0.86 5.89 0.89 
Gatorade 5.77 0.80 5.86 0.92 
Dove 3.60 1.22 3.49 1.39 
Colgate 3.23 1.42 3.23 1.37 
Note. M = average of three 7-point scale items. SD = standard deviation. 
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Table 3 
Pretest Results: Mean Differences in Perceived Sponsor-event Fit between Two 
Congruence Conditions 
Event Pair Mean 
difference 
df t p 
FIFA World Cup Adidas – Dove 2.22 29 7.69 .000 
Soccerfest Adidas – Dove 2.40 29 8.95 .000 
Note. df = degrees of freedom. 
 
3.4 Stimuli 
 Eight fictitious news clippings were created to embody each of the 8 
combinations employed in the study. Each news clipping contains information that a 
brand sponsors an event and a description regarding the sponsored event. The description 
of each event was created as similarly as possible in terms of the length of the clipping. 
The eight clippings appear in Appendix B. 
 
3.5 Procedures 
 The participants obtained via M-turk randomly received one of the eight versions 
of the fictitious news clippings. After reading each assigned news clipping, participants 
answered the questionnaire which consists of ten sections: (1) perceived sponsorship 
duration; (2) goodwill; (3) attitude toward the sponsor; (4) purchase intention; (5) 
sponsor-event congruence; (6) perceived event size; (7) soccer involvement; (8) product 
involvement; and (9) demographic information. Soccer involvement and product 
involvement were included as control variables. 
47 
3.6 Measurement of Research Variables 
3.6.1 Dependent Variables 
 Goodwill. Participants’ perceived goodwill was measured by a four-item, seven-
point Likert scale (1 = “strongly disagree” and 7 = “strongly agree”) developed by Dees 
et al. (2008): 1) “[Event] sponsors are involved with their community,” 2) “Corporate 
sponsors try to improve [Event],” 3) “ This sporting event benefits from corporate 
sponsors,” and 4) “Corporate sponsors care about the attendees of the [event].” 
 
 Attitude toward the Sponsor. A three-item, seven-point semantic differential 
scale (1) bad/good, 2) unfavorable/favorable, 3) negative/positive) was employed to 
measure attitude toward the sponsoring brand (Mackenzie & Lutz, 1989). 
 
 Purchase Intention. Yi’s (1990) three-item, seven point semantic differential 
scale (1) very unlikely/very likely, 2) improbable/probable, 3) impossible/possible) was 
employed to measure participants’ intention to purchase a product of each sponsoring 
brand. 
 
3.6.2 Independent Variables 
 Sponsor-event Congruence. Participants’ attitudes regarding sponsor-event 
were tested using Speed and Thompson’s (2000) three-item, seven-point Likert scale (1 = 
“strongly disagree” and 7 = “strongly agree”): 1) “There is a logical connection between 
the event and the sponsor,” 2) “The company and the event stand for similar things,” and 
3) “It makes sense to me that this company sponsors this event.” 
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 Event Size. The event size was measured by a three-item, seven-point semantic 
differential scale (1) local/global, 2) small/big, 3) internationally 
insignificant/internationally significant). 
 
 Sponsorship Duration. Participants answered the question, “What was the 
duration of the sponsorship?” with the multiple choices of “a) 2014, 2018, and 2022” and 
“b) 2014” for the FIFA World Cup; and with the multiple choices of “a) 2015, 2016, and 
2017” and “b) 2015” for Soccerfest. Participants who provided the incorrect duration 
were deleted from analysis. 
 
3.6.3 Control Variables 
 Soccer Involvement. To evaluate how involved participants were with soccer, 
the sport used in the current experiment, they completed an eight-item, seven-point 
semantic differential scale (1) boring/exciting, 2) uninteresting/interesting, 3) 
worthless/valuable, 4) unappealing/appealing, 5) useless/useful, 6) not needed/needed, 7) 
irrelevant/relevant, 8) unimportant/important) developed by Shank and Beasley (1998) 
based on the study of Zaichkowsky (1985) to measure sport involvement. 
 
 Product Involvement. Participants were asked to complete a ten-item, seven-
point semantic differential scale (1) important/unimportant, 2) interesting/boring, 3) 
relevant/irrelevant, 4) exciting/unexciting, 5) means a lot to me/means nothing, 6) 
appealing/unappealing, 7) fascinating/mundane, 8) valuable/worthless, 9)  
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involving/uninvolving, 10) needed/not needed) based on Zaichkowsky’s (1994) revised 
PII (Personal Involvement Inventory). 
 
3.7 Data Analyses 
3.7.1 Manipulation Checks 
 One-way ANCOVAs (analysis of covariance) were conducted to identify whether 
or not the operationalized event size conditions and sponsor-event congruence levels 
differed significantly from each other.  
 
3.7.2 Main Study Analysis 
 The current study employs a three-way full-factorial ANCOVA (analysis of 
covariance) design, having independent variables of event size, sponsorship duration, and 
sponsor-event congruence. Soccer involvement and product involvement were treated as 
covariates. Through this analysis, the main effects of event size, the interaction effects 
between event size and sponsorship duration, and the interaction effects between event 
size and sponsor-event congruence were tested in terms of perceived goodwill. 
 Further regression analyses tested the relationships among dependent variables. 
The first regression analysis identified whether or not perceived goodwill significantly 
influence attitude toward the sponsor. The second regression analysis tested the path from 
attitude toward the sponsor to purchase intention. SPSS 22.0 was utilized to conduct 
ANOVA, ANCOVA, and regression analyses. 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
4.1 Scale Reliability 
 Cronbach’s α test generated .740 to .959 values for all measurement items. The 
scales employed in the current study concerning goodwill (α = .740), attitude toward the 
sponsor (α = .959), purchase intention (α = .916), event size (α = .932), sponsor-event 
congruence (α = .919), soccer involvement (α = .939), and product involvement (α 
= .929) indicated acceptable internal reliability based on the cutoff standard (.70) 
suggested by Murphy and Davidshofer (2001). Table 4 presents detailed results. 
 
Table 4 
Reliability Analysis for Control, Independent and Dependent Variables 
Variables Number of items Cronbach’s α 
Control variables   
Soccer involvement 8 .939 
Product involvement 10 .929 
Independent variables   
Event size 3 .932 
Sponsor-event fit 3 .919 
Dependent variables   
Goodwill 3 .740 
Attitude toward the sponsor 3 .959 
Purchase intention 3 .916 
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4.2. Manipulation Checks 
 ANCOVA results after controlling for soccer involvement and product 
involvement displayed that the average size rating for a mega sport event (i.e., the FIFA 
World Cup) was 6.44, whereas the average size rating for a local sport event (i.e., 
Soccerfest) was 4.12. This difference was statistically significant [F(1, 402) = 363.76, p 
< .001], therefore indicated successful manipulation for event size.  
 Another ANCOVA was conducted to demonstrate whether or not the 
operationalized sponsor-event congruence conditions differed significantly from each 
other. The results indicated that the average rating for high sponsor-event congruence 
(i.e., Adidas) was 5.68, whereas the average rating for low congruence (i.e., Dove) was 
3.79. This difference was statistically significant [F(1, 402) = 310.88, p < .001], thus 
verified successful manipulation of sponsor-event congruence. 
 
4.3. Preliminary Analyses 
 Table 5 presents data for the eight experimental conditions (i.e., means and 
standard deviations for the dependent variables). All bivariate correlations are statistically 
significant at p = .05 level (see Table 6). Variance inflation factor (VIF) values of all 
regressions ranged from 1.06 to 2.12. These values are less than the cutoff point of 10 
suggested by Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and Black (1998). Hence, there were no issues 
concerning multicollinearity. 
 
 
 
52 
Table 5 
Distribution, Means, and Standard Deviations for Eight Experimental Conditions 
Event Size Fit Duration M SD n 
Local Low Short 5.17 0.97 46 
 Long 5.36 0.62 53 
 Total 5.27 0.80 99 
High Short 5.07 0.78 50 
 Long 5.50 0.73 53 
 Total 5.29 0.78 103 
Total Short 5.11 0.87 96 
 Long 5.43 0.68 106 
 Total 5.28 0.79 202 
Mega Low Short 4.60 1.07 50 
 Long 4.49 0.89 51 
 Total 4.54 0.98 101 
High Short 5.03 0.84 46 
 Long 4.87 0.86 57 
 Total 4.94 0.85 103 
Total Short 4.80 0.98 96 
 Long 4.69 0.89 108 
 Total 4.74 0.94 204 
Total Low Short 4.87 1.06 96 
 Long 4.93 0.88 104 
 Total 4.90 0.97 200 
High Short 5.05 0.80 96 
 Long 5.17 0.86 110 
 Total 5.11 0.83 206 
Total Short 4.96 0.94 192 
 Long 5.05 0.87 214 
 Total 5.01 0.91 406 
Note. Dependent variable = goodwill. M = average of three seven-point scale items. SD = 
standard deviations. n = sample size. 
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Table 6 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Bivariate Correlations 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 
1. Soccer involvement — — — — — 
2. Product involvement 0.32** — — — — 
3. Goodwill 0.12* 0.33** — — — 
4. Attitude toward the sponsor 0.20** 0.41** 0.56** — — 
5. Purchase intention 0.22** 0.41** 0.37** 0.63** — 
M 4.69 5.10 5.01 5.51 5.12 
SD 1.41 1.14 0.91 1.12 1.30 
Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. 
 
 
4.4. Tests of Hypotheses 
4.4.1. Analysis of Covariance 
 A dependent variable, goodwill was entered into a three-way ANCOVA with 
event size, sponsor-event congruence, and sponsorship duration as independent 
categorical variables, and soccer involvement and product involvement as covariates. 
Levene’s test was not statistically significant (p > .05), indicating equality of error 
variances across the treatment groups on each dependent variable. To test the 
homogeneity of regression slopes assumption, six separate two-way ANCOVAs created 
by the combinations of three independent variables and two covariates were conducted 
according to Tabachnick and Fidell’s (2001) suggestion. Each interaction between each 
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independent variable and each covariate was not statistically significant (p > .05), 
satisfying the homogeneity of regression slopes assumption. 
 Hypothesis 1 predicted the sponsorship of a local sporting event would result in 
greater perceptions of goodwill. The main effect of event size on goodwill was 
statistically significant [F(1, 396) = 39.07, p < .001]. Participants who read news 
clippings in which corporations sponsor a local sport event showed greater perceptions of 
goodwill (M = 5.28) than did those who read news clippings in which corporations 
sponsor a mega sport event (M = 4.74). This result supports hypothesis 1. 
 Hypothesis 2 predicted the interaction effect between sport event size and 
sponsorship duration on consumers’ perceived goodwill. The interaction effect of the two 
independent variables on goodwill was statistically significant [F(1, 396) = 5.40, p < .05]. 
This result supports hypothesis 2. Further analysis displayed that event size had a 
significant effect on goodwill for subjects in the long sponsorship duration group [F(1, 
210) = 42.67, p < .001]. The mean for the local sport event/long sponsorship duration (M 
= 5.44) was greater than the mean for the mega sport event/long sponsorship duration (M 
= 4.69). Under the short sponsorship duration condition, event size had a significant 
effect on goodwill [F(1, 188) = 6.47, p < .05]. The mean for the local sport event/short 
sponsorship duration (M = 5.11) was greater than the mean for the mega sport event/short 
sponsorship duration (M = 4.80). The interaction plot is presented in Figure 3. 
 
55 
 
Figure 3. Event Size by Sponsorship Duration Interaction for Goodwill. 
 
 
 Hypothesis 3 predicted the interaction effect between sport event size and 
sponsor-event congruence on consumers’ perceived goodwill. The interaction effect of 
the two independent variables on goodwill was statistically significant [F(1, 396) = 7.58, 
p < .01]. This result supports hypothesis 3. Further analysis displayed that event size had 
a significant effect on goodwill for subjects in the high sponsor-event congruence 
condition [F(1, 202) = 7.75, p < .01]. The mean for the local sport event/high sponsor-
event congruence (M = 5.29) was greater than the mean for the mega sport event/high 
sponsor-event congruence (M = 4.94). Under the low sponsor-event congruence level, 
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event size had a significant effect on goodwill [F(1, 196) = 37.65, p < .001]. The mean 
for the local sport event/low sponsor-event congruence (M = 5.27) was greater than the 
mean for the mega sport event/low sponsor-event congruence (M = 4.54). The interaction 
plot is displayed in Figure 4. 
 
 
Figure 4. Event Size by Sponsor-event Fit Interaction for Goodwill. 
 
 
 Neither the sponsor-event congruence × sponsorship duration interaction effect 
[F(1, 396) = .01, p > .05] nor the event size × sponsor-event congruence × sponsorship 
duration interaction effect [F(1, 396) = .63, p > .05] on perceived goodwill was 
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statistically significant. Table 7 shows detailed results of the three-way ANCOVA. 
 
Table 7 
Analysis of Covariance: Tests of Between-subjects Effects 
Factor SS df MS F p 
Soccer involvement 0.20 1 0.20 0.32 .575 
Product involvement 28.55 1 28.55 44.37 .000 
Event size 25.14 1 25.14 39.07 .000 
Fit 5.90 1 5.90 9.17 .003 
Duration 0.42 1 0.42 0.65 .422 
Event size × Fit 4.88 1 4.88 7.58 .006 
Event size × Duration 3.48 1 3.48 5.40 .021 
Fit × Duration 0.01 1 0.01 0.01 .907 
Event size × Fit × Duration 0.41 1 0.41 0.63 .428 
Error 254.81 396 0.64   
Note. The corrected model is significant (p < .001, R2 = .23). Dependent variable = 
goodwill. SS = sum of squares. df = degrees of freedom. MS = mean square. 
 
 
4.4.2. Regression Analyses 
 Hypothesis 4 and 5 predicted the causal paths from perceived goodwill to attitude 
toward the sponsor and from attitude toward the sponsor to purchase intention, 
respectively. Prior to jointly analyzing the data in the eight cells created by a 2 × 2 × 2 
factorial design, we referred to the guidelines regarding the hierarchical regression model 
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provided by Weaver and Wuensch (2013), which was originally based on Potthoff’s 
work(1966). This particular method (i.e., Potthoff analysis) was utilized to check whether 
or not the predictions varied among the eight different conditions.  
 The first step of Potthoff analysis includes a predictor variable in a linear 
regression model. In the second step, k − 1 indicator variables are created to differentiate 
between the k independent groups. This step adds indicator variables and the products of 
these indicators with the predictor variable. Through this analysis, the null hypotheses 
that all intercepts and all slopes are the same can be identified. Prior to Potthoff analysis, 
linear regression models with a predictor on a dependent variable should be significant in 
all conditions (Weaver & Wuensch, 2013).  
 The summary for eight multiple linear regression models with perceived 
goodwill regressed on attitude toward the sponsor is presented in Table 8. Soccer 
involvement and product involvement were included as control variables in each 
regression model. According to the results, perceived goodwill positively affected attitude 
toward the sponsor in all eight conditions (all p-values < .05).  
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Table 8 
Parameter Estimates for Eight Multiple Linear Regression Models with Goodwill 
Regressed on Attitude toward the Sponsor 
Condition       
Size Fit Duration  B SE β t p 
Mega High Long (Constant) 0.45 1.05 — 0.43 .669 
   Soccer involvement 0.02 0.10 .03 0.20 .840 
   Product involvement 0.16 0.15 .15 1.10 .276 
   Goodwill 0.79 0.21 .48 3.81 .000 
Mega Low Long (Constant) 0.89 0.88 — 1.01 .320 
   Soccer involvement 0.10 0.10 .12 0.98 .333 
   Product involvement 0.35 0.15 .30 2.36 .023 
   Goodwill 0.43 0.15 .38 2.99 .004 
Local High Long (Constant) 1.12 1.02 — 1.10 .277 
   Soccer involvement 0.18 0.10 .22 1.71 .094 
   Product involvement 0.00 0.12 .00 -0.01 .996 
   Goodwill 0.71 0.17 .50 4.12 .000 
Local Low Long (Constant) 0.94 0.89 — 1.07 .292 
   Soccer involvement 0.16 0.08 .25 2.09 .042 
   Product involvement 0.17 0.11 .19 1.56 .126 
   Goodwill 0.59 0.17 .42 3.60 .001 
Mega High Short (Constant) 2.04 0.95 — 2.15 .038 
   Soccer involvement 0.07 0.10 .10 0.73 .470 
   Product involvement 0.18 0.15 .17 1.16 .251 
   Goodwill 0.44 0.18 .35 2.43 .020 
Mega Low Short (Constant) 1.63 0.74 — 2.21 .032 
   Soccer involvement -0.06 0.11 -.06 -0.54 .595 
   Product involvement 0.31 0.12 .34 2.59 .013 
   Goodwill 0.55 0.13 .51 4.37 .000 
Local High Short (Constant) 0.84 0.77 — 1.09 .283 
   Soccer involvement 0.09 0.08 .12 1.12 .268 
   Product involvement 0.32 0.08 .43 3.83 .000 
   Goodwill 0.55 0.15 .40 3.61 .001 
Local Low Short (Constant) 1.75 0.78 — 2.25 .030 
   Soccer involvement -0.02 0.08 -.02 -0.18 .859 
   Product involvement 0.26 0.13 .26 2.05 .047 
   Goodwill 0.52 0.14 .51 3.87 .000 
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 Potthoff analysis was utilized in order to check whether or not the eight 
regression models were significantly different one another. The first step includes 
perceived goodwill (i.e., GW) as a predictor variable; thereafter, indicator variables (i.e., 
G1, G2, G3, G4, G5, G6, G7) and the products of these indicators with goodwill (i.e., 
GW×G1, GW×G2, GW×G3, GW×G4, GW×G5, GW×G6, GW×G7) were added in the 
second step. Tables 9 and 10 show the ANOVA test results for the hierarchical regression 
model and its parameter estimates, respectively. The R2 values for step 1 and 2 of the 
hierarchical regression model did not significantly change [F(14, 388) = .73, p > .05]. 
This result did not reject the null hypothesis of coincident regression lines. Table 9 
displays the homogeneity of the intercepts [F(7, 388) = .61, p > .05] and the homogeneity 
of the slopes [F(7, 388) = .51, p > .05]. Table 10 indicates pairwise comparisons of each 
seven group with the reference group (i.e., local event/low fit/short duration). All 
pairwise comparisons were not significant in terms of intercepts (all p-values > .05) and 
slopes (all p-values > .05). Hence, the eight conditions could be jointly analyzed to 
examine the causal path from perceived goodwill to attitude toward the sponsor. 
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Table 9 
ANOVA Summary Table for the Hierarchical Regression Model with Goodwill Entered 
on Step 1 and Seven Condition Indicators and their Products with Goodwill Entered on 
Step 2 
Step  df F p 
1 Regression 3 81.84 .000a 
 Residual 402 — — 
 Total 405 — — 
2 Subset test    
 GW 1 13.71 .000b 
 G1, G2, G3, G4, G5, G6, G7 7 0.61 .751b 
 GW×G1, GW×G2, GW×G3, GW×G4, 
GW×G5, GW×G6, GW×G7 
7 0.51 .826b 
 Regression 17 14.90 .000c 
 Residual 388 — — 
 Total 405 — — 
Note. Dependent variable = attitude toward the sponsor. GW = goodwill. G1 = “mega 
event/high fit/long duration” group indicator. G2 = “mega event/low fit/long duration” 
group indicator. G3 = “local event/high fit/long duration” group indicator. G4 = “local 
event/low fit/long duration” group indicator. G5 = “mega event/high fit/short duration” 
group indicator. G6 = “mega event/low fit/short duration” group indicator. G7 = “local 
event/high fit/short duration” group indicator. a Predictors: (Constant), GW, soccer 
involvement, product involvement. b Tested against the full model. c Predictors in the full 
model: (Constant), GW, soccer involvement, product involvement, G1, G2, G3, G4, G5, 
G6, G7, GW×G1, GW×G2, GW×G3, GW×G4, GW×G5, GW×G6, GW×G7. 
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Table 10 
Parameter Estimates for the Hierarchical Regression Model with Goodwill Entered on 
Step 1 and Seven Condition Indicators and their Products with Goodwill Entered on Step 
2 
Step Variable B SE β t p 
1 (Constant) 1.13 0.29 — 3.91 .000 
 Soccer involvement 0.06 0.03 .07 1.75 .081 
 Product involvement 0.23 0.04 .23 5.32 .000 
 GW 0.59 0.05 .48 11.46 .000 
2 (Constant) 1.69 0.73 — 2.32 .021 
 Soccer involvement 0.06 0.03 .08 1.78 .076 
 Product involvement 0.22 0.04 .23 5.07 .000 
 GW 0.51 0.14 .41 3.70 .000 
 G1 -1.56 0.99 -.49 -1.57 .117 
 G2 -0.16 0.96 -.05 -0.16 .872 
 G3 -0.80 1.18 -.24 -0.68 .497 
 G4 -0.68 1.29 -.20 -0.52 .601 
 G5 0.27 1.08 .08 0.25 .803 
 G6 -0.38 0.91 -.11 -0.42 .676 
 G7 -0.61 1.11 -.18 -0.55 .584 
 GW×G1 0.25 0.19 .38 1.27 .206 
 GW×G2 -0.03 0.20 -.04 -0.14 .890 
 GW×G3 0.13 0.22 .22 0.60 .547 
 GW×G4 0.12 0.24 .19 0.49 .628 
 GW×G5 -0.09 0.21 -.13 -0.42 .675 
 GW×G6 0.07 0.18 .10 0.40 .687 
 GW×G7 0.11 0.21 .17 0.52 .603 
Note. Dependent variable = attitude toward the sponsor. Control variables = soccer 
involvement, product involvement. GW = goodwill. G1 = “mega event/high fit/long 
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duration” group indicator. G2 = “mega event/low fit/long duration” group indicator. G3 = 
“local event/high fit/long duration” group indicator. G4 = “local event/low fit/long 
duration” group indicator. G5 = “mega event/high fit/short duration” group indicator. G6 
= “mega event/low fit/short duration” group indicator. G7 = “local event/high fit/short 
duration” group indicator. 
 
 
 Table 11 presents the summary for eight multiple linear regression models with 
attitude toward the sponsor regressed on purchase intention. Each regression model 
included soccer involvement and product involvement as covariates. According to the 
results, attitude toward the sponsor positively influenced purchase intention in all eight 
conditions (all p-values < .01).  
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Table 11 
Parameter Estimates for Eight Multiple Linear Regression Models with Attitude toward 
the Sponsor Regressed on Purchase Intention 
Condition       
Size Fit Duration  B SE β t p 
Mega High Long (Constant) 0.22 0.63 — 0.35 .726 
   Soccer involvement -0.08 0.08 -.10 -1.05 .296 
   Product involvement 0.50 0.11 .45 4.47 .000 
   Sponsor attitude 0.50 0.10 .50 5.31 .000 
Mega Low Long (Constant) 1.34 1.08 — 1.24 .221 
   Soccer involvement 0.09 0.13 .09 0.66 .513 
   Product involvement 0.07 0.20 .05 0.34 .736 
   Sponsor attitude 0.57 0.17 .47 3.34 .002 
Local High Long (Constant) 0.20 0.87 — 0.23 .820 
   Soccer involvement 0.10 0.11 .09 0.87 .390 
   Product involvement -0.11 0.12 -.09 -0.88 .383 
   Sponsor attitude 0.92 0.13 .73 7.22 .000 
Local Low Long (Constant) 0.10 0.92 — 0.11 .910 
   Soccer involvement 0.14 0.11 .17 1.35 .184 
   Product involvement 0.18 0.15 .15 1.20 .235 
   Sponsor attitude 0.63 0.17 .47 3.76 .000 
Mega High Short (Constant) 0.94 0.97 — 0.96 .341 
   Soccer involvement 0.16 0.11 .19 1.47 .150 
   Product involvement -0.20 0.16 -.16 -1.21 .232 
   Sponsor attitude 0.77 0.16 .61 4.82 .000 
Mega Low Short (Constant) 1.44 0.80 — 1.82 .076 
   Soccer involvement -0.04 0.12 -.04 -0.35 .728 
   Product involvement 0.31 0.13 .33 2.31 .026 
   Sponsor attitude 0.48 0.13 .46 3.65 .001 
Local High Short (Constant) 0.09 0.83 — 0.11 .915 
   Soccer involvement 0.14 0.11 .14 1.25 .219 
   Product involvement 0.11 0.13 .12 0.84 .405 
   Sponsor attitude 0.66 0.18 .53 3.77 .000 
Local Low Short (Constant) -0.63 0.91 — -0.69 .496 
   Soccer involvement -0.10 0.09 -.11 -1.07 .291 
   Product involvement 0.51 0.15 .39 3.41 .001 
   Sponsor attitude 0.65 0.15 .50 4.35 .000 
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 Potthoff analysis was conducted to identify whether or not the eight regression 
models were significantly different one another. The first step includes attitude toward the 
sponsor (i.e., AS) as a predictor variable; thereafter, the second step additionally includes 
indicator variables (i.e., G1, G2, G3, G4, G5, G6, G7) and the products of these 
indicators with attitude toward the sponsor (i.e., AS×G1, AS×G2, AS×G3, AS×G4, 
AS×G5, AS×G6, AS×G7). The ANOVA test results for the hierarchical regression model 
and its parameter estimates are presented in Tables 12 and 13, respectively. The R2 values 
for step 1 and 2 of the hierarchical regression model did not show a significant change 
[F(14, 388) = 1.08, p > .05]. Thus, the null hypothesis of coincident regression lines was 
not rejected. Table 12 shows the homogeneity of the intercepts [F(7, 388) = .95, p > .05] 
and the homogeneity of the slopes [F(7, 388) = .76, p > .05]. Table 13 displays pairwise 
comparisons of each seven group with the reference group (i.e., local event/low fit/short 
duration). All pairwise comparisons were statistically insignificant in terms of intercepts 
(all p-values > .05) and slopes (all p-values > .05). Hence, the eight conditions could be 
jointly estimated to identify the causal path from attitude toward the sponsor to purchase 
intention. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
66 
Table 12 
ANOVA Summary Table for the Hierarchical Regression Model with Attitude toward the 
Sponsor Entered on Step 1 and Seven Condition Indicators and their Products with 
Attitude toward the Sponsor Entered on Step 2 
Step  df F p 
1 Regression 3 99.51 .000a 
 Residual 402 — — 
 Total 405 — — 
2 Subset test    
 AS 1 26.67 .000b 
 G1, G2, G3, G4, G5, G6, G7 7 0.95 .471b 
 AS×G1, AS×G2, AS×G3, AS×G4, 
AS×G5, AS×G6, AS×G7 
7 0.76 .618b 
 Regression 17 18.49 .000c 
 Residual 388 — — 
 Total 405 — — 
Note. Dependent variable = purchase intention. AS = attitude toward the sponsor. G1 = 
“mega event/high fit/long duration” group indicator. G2 = “mega event/low fit/long 
duration” group indicator. G3 = “local event/high fit/long duration” group indicator. G4 = 
“local event/low fit/long duration” group indicator. G5 = “mega event/high fit/short 
duration” group indicator. G6 = “mega event/low fit/short duration” group indicator. G7 
= “local event/high fit/short duration” group indicator. a Predictors: (Constant), AS, 
soccer involvement, product involvement. b Tested against the full model. c Predictors in 
the full model: (Constant), AS, soccer involvement, product involvement, G1, G2, G3, 
G4, G5, G6, G7, AS×G1, AS×G2, AS×G3, AS×G4, AS×G5, AS×G6, AS×G7. 
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Table 13 
Parameter Estimates for the Hierarchical Regression Model with Attitude toward the 
Sponsor Entered on Step 1 and Seven Condition Indicators and their Products with 
Attitude toward the Sponsor Entered on Step 2 
Step Variable B SE β t p 
1 (Constant) 0.43 0.29 — 1.47 .143 
 Soccer involvement 0.05 0.04 .06 1.45 .148 
 Product involvement 0.19 0.05 .17 3.96 .000 
 AS 0.64 0.05 .55 13.12 .000 
2 (Constant) -0.26 0.87 — -0.30 .763 
 Soccer involvement 0.04 0.04 .04 1.00 .320 
 Product involvement 0.19 0.05 .17 3.76 .000 
 AS 0.77 0.15 .66 5.17 .000 
 G1 1.07 0.99 .29 1.08 .282 
 G2 1.37 1.11 .35 1.24 .217 
 G3 -0.56 1.17 -.15 -0.48 .631 
 G4 0.44 1.25 .11 0.35 .727 
 G5 0.35 1.16 .09 0.31 .761 
 G6 1.61 1.09 .41 1.47 .142 
 G7 0.59 1.14 .15 0.52 .606 
 AS×G1 -0.18 0.17 -.27 -1.06 .291 
 AS×G2 -0.22 0.20 -.30 -1.12 .264 
 AS×G3 0.10 0.20 .15 0.50 .619 
 AS×G4 -0.06 0.22 -.10 -0.29 .770 
 AS×G5 -0.09 0.21 -.12 -0.44 .662 
 AS×G6 -0.23 0.19 -.32 -1.19 .235 
 AS×G7 -0.14 0.20 -.20 -0.69 .494 
Note. Dependent variable = purchase intention. Control variables = soccer involvement, 
product involvement. AS = attitude toward the sponsor. G1 = “mega event/high fit/long 
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duration” group indicator. G2 = “mega event/low fit/long duration” group indicator. G3 = 
“local event/high fit/long duration” group indicator. G4 = “local event/low fit/long 
duration” group indicator. G5 = “mega event/high fit/short duration” group indicator. G6 
= “mega event/low fit/short duration” group indicator. G7 = “local event/high fit/short 
duration” group indicator. 
 
 
 To test hypothesis 4, a hierarchical regression model with perceived goodwill 
regressed on attitude toward the sponsor was analyzed after controlling for soccer 
involvement and product involvement. The controls explained 17.6% of variance. The 
predictor (i.e., perceived goodwill) accounted for additional 20.3% of variance, and 
perceived goodwill positively and significantly influenced attitude toward the sponsor (β 
= .48, p < .001, R2 = .379). Thus, hypothesis 4 was supported (see Table 14). 
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Table 14 
Parameter Estimates for the Hierarchical Regression Model with Goodwill Regressed on 
Attitude toward the Sponsor 
Variable B SE β t p 
Step 1      
(Constant) 3.28 .25 — 12.96 .000 
Soccer involvement 0.06 .04 .08 1.65 .099 
Product involvement 0.38 .05 .39 8.15 .000 
 R2 = .176 
F(2, 403) = 43.12, p < .001 
Step 2      
(Constant) 1.13 .29 — 3.91 .000 
Soccer involvement 0.06 .03 .07 1.75 .081 
Product involvement 0.23 .04 .23 5.32 .000 
Goodwill 0.59 .05 .48 11.46 .000 
 R2 = .379 
F(3, 402) = 81.84, p < .001 
Note. ΔR2 = .203, F(1, 402) = 131.39, p < .001. Dependent variable = attitude toward the 
sponsor. Control variables = soccer involvement, product involvement.  
 
 
 
 Another hierarchical regression model with perceived attitude toward the sponsor 
regressed on purchase intention was analyzed after controlling for soccer involvement, 
product involvement, and goodwill, in order to test hypothesis 5. The controls accounted 
for 24.3% of variance. The predictor (i.e., attitude toward the sponsor) explained 
additional 18.3% of variance, and attitude toward the sponsor positively and significantly 
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affected purchase intention (β = .54, p < .001, R2 = .426). This results support hypothesis 
5 (see Table 15). 
 
 
Table 15 
Parameter Estimates for the Hierarchical Regression Model with Attitude toward the 
Sponsor Regressed on Purchase Intention 
Variable B SE β t p 
Step 1      
(Constant) 1.13 .37 — 3.03 .003 
Soccer involvement 0.09 .04 .10 2.13 .034 
Product involvement 0.34 .06 .30 6.14 .000 
Goodwill 0.38 .07 .27 5.76 .000 
 R2 = .243 
F(3, 402) = 43.01, p < .001 
Step 2      
(Constant) 0.41 .33 — 1.25 .212 
Soccer involvement 0.05 .04 .06 1.45 .148 
Product involvement 0.19 .05 .17 3.90 .000 
Goodwill 0.01 .07 .01 0.12 .907 
Attitude toward the sponsor 0.63 .06 .54 11.32 .000 
 R2 = .426 
F(4, 401) = 74.45, p < .001 
Note. ΔR2 = .183, F(1, 401) = 128.02, p < .001. Dependent variable = purchase intention. 
Control variables = soccer involvement, product involvement, goodwill. 
 
 
71 
 Further analysis was conducted to test the mediating effect of attitude toward the 
sponsor between perceived goodwill and purchase intention. To demonstrate mediation, 
we utilized Preacher and Hayes’ (2004, 2008) bootstrap approach, which only requires 
the significance of the indirect path. The current study tested the mediation by using 
Model 4 in the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2012). The significance of the indirect path is 
tested by confidence intervals (CIs) since the indirect effect produced by two parameters 
does not follow a normal distribution (Zhao, Lynch, & Chen, 2010). Based on this 
approach, Zhao et al. (2010) suggested two dimensions—the indirect effect and the direct 
effect—than the one dimension of full-partial-no scale used by Baron and Kenny (1986) 
for appropriate interpretation of the indirect effect. Mediation is confirmed when the 
indirect effect is significant; meanwhile, nonmediation is identified when the indirect 
effect is not significant (Zhao et al., 2010). Complementary mediation is confirmed when 
both indirect and direct effects are significant and point at the same direction; meanwhile, 
competitive mediation is identified when both indirect and direct effects are significant 
and point in the opposite directions (Zhao et al., 2010). Indirect-only mediation is 
confirmed when the indirect effect exists but no direct effect. In addition, direct-only 
nonmediation is identified when direct effect exists but no indirect effect. When neither 
direct effect nor indirect effect exists, no-effect nonmediation is confirmed (Zhao et al., 
2010). 
 The relationship between perceived goodwill and purchase intention is mediated 
by attitude toward the sponsor since the bootstrap results (re-sample = 10,000) show that 
the indirect path from perceived goodwill to purchase intention is significant (β = .37) 
with a 95% CI excluding zero (.278 to .496). According to Zhao et al.’s (2010) 
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classification, this effect is an indirect-only mediation since the direct path from 
perceived goodwill to purchase intention is not significant (β = .01, p > .05). 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 
5.1. Introduction 
 The research results indicate that a corporate sponsor generates greater 
perceptions of goodwill when it sponsors a local sport event than when it sponsors a 
mega sport event (H1). The research findings additionally identified the moderating roles 
of sponsorship duration (H2) and sponsor-event congruence (H3) in the relationship 
between event size and perceived goodwill. Further regression analyses identified that the 
paths from perceived goodwill to attitude toward the sponsor (H4) and from attitude 
toward the sponsor to purchase intention (H5) were significant. According to the 
mediation test, the indirect-only mediation of attitude toward the sponsor between 
perceived goodwill and purchase intention was confirmed. These specific research 
findings provide several important academic and managerial implications. 
 
5.2. Contributions 
5.2.1. Theoretical Contributions 
 The current research results made theoretical contributions to the sport 
sponsorship research area. First, the research findings filled the gaps in the literature by 
adding empirical evidence of the effectiveness of event size on consumer responses. 
Although prior research conceptually suggested that a corporation might benefit from 
sponsoring a small or local event by enhancing consumers’ perceptions of goodwill or 
sincerity (Gwinner, 1999; McDonald, 1991; Smith, 2004), few studies have examined 
this effect empirically. The current study, through an experiment, identified that a sponsor 
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obtained more perceived goodwill in consumers’ minds when it supported a small event 
than when it supported a mega sport event. This particular finding was meaningful since 
it examined and identified the effectiveness of a small event sponsorship which has 
received little attention compared to mega event sponsorships in sport marketing 
research. The significant main effect of event size on perceived goodwill is in line with 
Kelley’s (1973) discounting principle. According to the discounting principle, the effect 
of an attribution for a particular action is minimized when the action can be explained by 
an alternative attribution. In the current research, participants might minimize an 
attribution for mega sport sponsorship activities because they were more likely to find a 
corporation’s motivation to sponsor a mega sport event through promoting the sponsoring 
brand than through supporting the event. For this reason, the present research participants 
might evaluate corporations sponsoring a local sport event more positively than those 
supporting a mega sport event. 
 Second, the current study identified how to enhance consumers’ perceptions of 
goodwill by testing possible moderators which would influence the relationship between 
event size and goodwill. The significant interaction effect between event size and 
sponsorship duration is in line with Smith’s (2004) suggestion that an interaction between 
event status and sponsorship duration may have an impact on a sponsor’s sincerity and 
quality in consumers’ minds. Specifically, a sponsor of a local sport event with a long 
contract duration generated the highest perceived goodwill. This result supports the 
current study’s conceptualization that consumers may recognize that multiple-year-
sponsorships are more needed for local sport events than for mega sport events since the 
former rarely receives other income, such as broadcasting rights and ticket sales, which 
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are big parts of the latter’s revenue. In addition, the significant interaction effect between 
event size and sponsor-event congruence is consistent with d’Astous and Bitz (1995), 
Meenaghan and Shipley (1999), and Speed and Thompson (2000). Specifically, a sponsor 
of a local sport event with a congruent sponsor generated the highest perceived goodwill. 
This particular result is in line with Heider’s (1958) attribution theory. The sponsor-event 
incongruence condition might generate more attributional process than did the 
congruence condition. This might elicit skepticism in sponsor motives under the 
incongruence condition, but would cause little doubt on sponsor motives in consumers’ 
minds under the congruence condition. In addition, it is notable that the difference in 
goodwill between sponsors of a local sport event with a congruent sponsor and with an 
incongruent sponsor is small. On the other hand, the result showed large difference in 
goodwill between sponsors of a mega sport event with a congruent sponsor and with an 
incongruent sponsor. These findings allow us to expect that the impact of event size on 
goodwill may be greater than that of sponsor-event congruence on goodwill. The 
incongruity between a sponsor and a small event may be acceptable because people 
realize that the sponsor allows the event to occur. However, people may not accept the 
incongruity between a sponsor and a mega event since they perceive that the sponsor has 
a very commercial intent. 
 Third, the result of the mediation test indicated how goodwill operated as a 
predictor of attitudinal and behavioral outcomes in the sport sponsorship context. As 
predicted, perceived goodwill positively and significantly affected attitude toward the 
sponsor, consistent with Dees et al. (2008), Kim et al. (2011), and Speed and Thompson 
(2000). Meenaghan (2001) pointed out that goodwill is the main factor differentiating 
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sponsorship from traditional advertising. Despite the importance of goodwill, only a few 
previous studies have focused on how goodwill influences sponsorship outcomes. In this 
sense, the current study result contributed to adding empirical support to the goodwill-
related sponsorship research area. In addition, as expected, attitude toward the sponsor 
positively and significantly influenced intention to purchase the sponsor’s product. This 
result is in line with Gwinner and Bennett (2008), Koo et al. (2006), Lee and Cho (2009), 
and Speed and Thompson (2000). It is notable that attitude toward the sponsor mediates 
the relationship between goodwill and purchase intention and this effect is an indirect-
only mediation. That is, goodwill influences purchase intention not directly, but indirectly 
through attitude toward the sponsor. Consumers perceive a sponsor’s goodwill when they 
believe the sponsorship activities directly benefit sponsored entities (Meenaghan, 2001). 
Perceived goodwill implies specific attitudes toward the sponsor obtained after particular 
sponsorship activities. According to Rogers (2003), attitude toward the sponsor is a 
consumer’s overall evaluation of the sponsor. Therefore, the result of the current study 
makes sense in that a more specific measure of attitude (i.e., perceived goodwill) 
precedes a broader measure of attitude (i.e., attitude toward the sponsor).  
 Fourth, the current study results concerning goodwill are associated with 
relationship marketing. Relationship marketing is defined as “all marketing activities 
directed toward establishing, developing, and maintaining successful relational 
exchanges” (Morgan & Hunt, 1994, p. 34). In addition, relationship marketing concerns 
the development of long-term relationships with consumers (Kim, Smith, & James, 2010; 
Palmatier, Jarvis, Bechnoff, & Kardes, 2009). As such, corporate sponsorships may be 
considered one of the relationship marketing strategies because sponsorship strategies are 
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established under a longer-term marketing plan as a part of corporate advertising 
(Copeland, Frisby, & McCarville, 1996). In this sense, it may be important for corporate 
sponsors to embed an image that they make a strong contribution to event operations in 
consumers’ minds in the long view. The positive relationship between a corporation and 
consumers may be built by consumers’ perception of goodwill toward the corporate 
sponsor. This idea is supported by the notion that relationships are enhanced by 
consumers’ feelings of gratitude toward the sponsor (Kim et al., 2010). Feelings of 
gratitude may be associated with perceived goodwill because gratitude in sport 
sponsorships refers to the degree to which consumers appreciate the sponsor and feel 
gratefulness and thankfulness for the sponsor when they view the sport sponsorship. 
 Lastly, the effectiveness of event size on perceived goodwill may be supported 
by the notion of distinction between spectator- and participant-based sport sponsorships 
(Kim et al., 2010). According to Kim et al. (2010), the type of sport event that a 
corporation sponsors is an important decision because the sponsorships may reach 
different markets in different ways. The primary goals of spectator-based sponsorships 
are to enhance brand awareness and to establish, strengthen or change brand image 
(Gwinner, 1997), whereas those of participant-based sponsorships are to associate a 
sponsoring brand or product with the lifestyle, beliefs, institutions, and culture of a target 
audience (Miloch & Lambrecht, 2006). While target audiences of most mega sport events 
may be sport spectators, those of most local grassroots sport events may be participants 
of a particular event. People may perceive more goodwill of a sponsor in the latter than in 
the former because they may realize that a local grassroots sport sponsors help them  
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participate in the event but a mega sport sponsors aim to sell their product to the 
spectators. 
 
5.2.2. Managerial Contributions 
 In addition to the theoretical contributions, the current study findings are full of 
suggestions to sport marketing managers. First, corporation managers need to pay 
attention to the efficiency of sponsoring local grassroots sport events. A corporation 
spends an astronomical amount of money to be a sponsor of mega sport events. For 
example, Coca-Cola reportedly spent $31 million to become a partner of the 2014 FIFA 
World Cup Brazil (Bowman, 2014). On the other hand, a corporation can be a sponsor of 
local or small sport events at low costs. If a corporation invests its budget that was 
supposed to be allocated to a mega sport sponsorship into multiple local sport 
sponsorships, it will be able to reach a variety of diverse, yet extremely targeted, 
populations. Through this strategy, a corporation may reach a similar number of target 
markets with less expense. The present study indicated that a corporation had a greater 
perception of goodwill through local sport event sponsorships than through mega sport 
event sponsorships. As such, in addition to the merit of low costs, the current study 
results suggest another advantage, perceived goodwill, a corporation may have by 
sponsoring local sport events.  
 Some marketers may assert that local sport events are too small to have large 
enough audiences; that is, it may be worth spending a large amount of money on mega 
sport event sponsorships if a corporate sponsor’s goal is to increase its brand awareness 
among a great number of people. However, the proliferation of commercialism in mega 
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sport sponsorships may result in negative perceptions of a corporate sponsor in 
consumers’ minds (Chadwick, 2007). As goodwill is the main factor differentiating 
sponsorship from traditional advertising (Meenaghan, 2001), sport marketing 
practitioners are required to maximize this merit of sponsorship. According to the results 
of the current study, perceived goodwill is improved by a corporation’s efforts to support 
local sport events. The shortcoming of local sport sponsorships, a smaller number of 
people reached, may be overcome by public relations strategies. For example, a corporate 
sponsor may give wider publicity to the fact that it is supporting local sport events after 
releasing related articles in newspapers. From a different perspective, the drawback is 
also an advantage since a small number of audiences may enable marketing managers to 
set targets easily. For instance, seventy percent of the spectators of the Little League 
World Series in Pennsylvania are married (Spanberg, 2013). This sport event is relatively 
small, but may be an optimal opportunity for marketers whose target is married couples. 
And, as suggested previously, companies could choose to engage in numerous local 
sporting events throughout the nation/world to tap into their various target markets. 
 Second, the present study identified the importance of sponsorship duration and 
sponsor-event congruence in enhancing the effectiveness of event size on goodwill. These 
findings could contribute to marketers’ establishing more detailed sponsorship strategies. 
The findings of the current study identified that both size-by-duration and size-by-
congruence interactions had significant effects on perceived goodwill. As predicted, a 
local event sponsorship with a long sponsorship duration scored the highest perceived 
goodwill out of the four conditions. In specific, a local sport sponsorship produced 
significantly higher perceptions of goodwill toward the sponsor than did a mega sport 
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sponsorship in both sponsorship duration levels; however, the impact was greater in the 
long duration condition than in the short duration condition. Consumers may perceive 
more commercial intents and less goodwill of a sponsor when they view a mega sport 
sponsorship with long sponsorship duration. Marketing managers, therefore, need to give 
wider publicity to the fact that they are sponsoring local sport events for a long time if 
they have a long-term sponsorship contract with the events. 
 With respect to the size-by-congruence interaction, a local event sponsorship in a 
high sponsor-event congruence condition scored the highest perceived goodwill out of the 
four conditions as predicted. In specific, a local sport sponsorship generated significantly 
greater perceptions of goodwill toward the sponsor than did a mega sport sponsorship in 
both sponsor-event congruence levels; however, the impact was greater in the low 
congruence condition than in the high congruence condition. Consumers may feel less 
goodwill and perceive more commercial intentions when they view a mega sport event 
sponsorship supported by a non-sport brand. Sport marketing practitioners may need to 
consider sponsoring local or small sport events rather than mega sport events when the 
product of the sponsor is not associated with sports. 
 Third, there are some suggestions for sport marketers in terms of the mediation 
role of attitude toward the sponsor between perceived goodwill and purchase intentions. 
Since sponsorships are considered a part of corporate advertising (Copeland et al., 1996; 
Meenaghan, 1991), marketing managers need to take different approaches from product 
advertising into account. Unlike product advertising, corporate advertising generally 
intends to improve the company’s brand image as one of the long-term marketing 
communication strategies. The current study identified that perceived goodwill 
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significantly influenced purchase intention, but only indirectly through attitude toward 
the sponsor. Accordingly, marketing managers may apply this finding to their business 
strategy by effectively promoting goodwill via attitude toward the sponsor in order to 
maximize consumers’ purchasing efforts from a long-term perspective. Because purchase 
intention is considered an indicator of actual sales in academic research (Gwinner & 
Bennett, 2008), this finding implies that marketing practitioners need to take perceived 
goodwill into account while making sponsorship selection decisions. However, the result 
of the current study shows goodwill does not directly affect purchase intention. As such, 
marketers should consider how to enhance attitude toward the sponsor by enhancing 
goodwill to reach the ultimate goal of purchase intention. Marketing managers who have 
a goodwill-related sponsorship strategy in mind need to establish their marketing plan 
from a longer-term perspective. 
 
5.3. Limitations and Future Research 
 Although the current study make a substantial contribution to understanding the 
efficacy of sport sponsorships, some limitations need to be noted, along with future 
research directions. First, participants were asked to read fictitious news clippings as 
stimuli in an online-based experiment. Although the news clippings were created to be as 
realistic as possible and intentional viewing instructions are common in academic 
research, future research may enhance external validity by employing more realistic 
stimuli (e.g., article interspersed with mock-up magazine or newspaper content).  
 Second, the experiment of the current study used the FIFA World Cup and 
Soccerfest for the mega and local event treatments, and Adidas and Dove for high and 
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low sponsor-event congruence treatments, respectively. To reduce possible impacts 
caused by the involvement in soccer and particular product categories, these variables 
were included as covariates. Nevertheless, other unexpected variables might affect the 
reactions of the participants. Future research may support the outcomes of the current 
study by employing fictitious sponsoring brands and sponsored events as stimulus 
materials. 
 Beyond the suggestions originated by the limitations above, the current study’s 
findings may propose several future research directions based on the key findings of the 
current research: event size and goodwill. First, future studies may generate meaningful 
outcomes by testing the moderating role of event size. The current study found that the 
interaction effects between event size and sponsorship duration and between event size 
and sponsor-event congruence on perceived goodwill were statistically significant. 
Judging from these results, the moderating role of event size may be hypothesized in 
future research, depending on theoretical support. 
 Second, future research may examine other possible predictor variables 
influencing perceived goodwill than those included in this study. Future studies may 
consider sport events or teams that are more likely to generate perceptions of goodwill 
because sponsorship is so vital to their existence. For instance, corporations may have a 
greater perception of goodwill when they sponsor the Paralympic Games than when they 
sponsor the Olympic Games. Perceived goodwill toward the sponsor may be enhanced 
more by supporting a baseball team in Class-A leagues than by supporting a Major 
League Baseball team. In addition, a corporation may improve perceived goodwill by 
sponsoring less mainstream sports such as handball, wrestling, and water polo. This could 
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also be true for women’s sports. Dunkin’ Donuts recently became an official sponsor of 
National Women's Hockey League (NWHL), and this news is publicized through its 
website as “We’re excited to continue our commitment to support female athletes and 
help drive awareness of the increasingly popular sport of women’s hockey” (Manchester, 
2016, para. 3). Such a message should generate extreme goodwill amongst women’s ice 
hockey fans. 
 
5.4. Conclusion 
 The current study made a significant contribution to the sport sponsorship 
research area by adding empirical evidence regarding event size and goodwill, concepts 
which have been scarcely examined empirically by previous research. In addition to the 
theoretical contributions, the current study provides practical implications for managers 
of both sponsor and event sides. By showing the merits of a corporation sponsoring local 
sports events, the current research suggests solutions for a corporate sponsor whose 
concern is that consumers perceive sponsorships to be too commercial, and for a local or 
small sport event managers whose concern is that it is hard to secure operating funds, 
respectively. Corporations can benefit from sponsoring local sport events by acquiring a 
positive corporate image at lower costs. Additionally, local sport events can use this 
research to help raise operating funds given the results show that consumers respond well 
to sponsors that connect with local events. 
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APPENDICES 
 
APPENDIX A 
DESCRIPTIONS REGARDING THE SPORT EVENTS FOR THE PRETEST 
 
The FIFA World Cup 
The FIFA World Cup is an international association football competition contested by the 
senior men’s national teams of the members of Fédération Internationale de Football 
Association (FIFA), the sport’s global governing body. This sport event has been held 
every four years. Approximately two hundred national teams enter qualification rounds 
held in their continents and thirty-two highly ranked teams from each continent 
participate in the FIFA World Cup. They compete in the tournament phase for the title at 
venues within the host nation(s) over a period of about a month.  
 
Soccerfest 
Soccerfest is an annual grassroots 6 versus 6 soccer tournament. Approximately eighty 
amateur teams participate in four divisions including top-gun, just-for-fun, high school, 
and youth (under 14, 12, & 10), and each division is divided by subdivisions of male, 
female, and Co-Ed. The teams compete over the course of 3 days and it culminates in the 
tournament phase for the champion of each division at the end of the last day. This event 
also contains live entertainment performed by local musicians, and activities for children, 
college students, and adults. 
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APPENDIX B 
NEWS CLIPPINGS FOR STIMULUS MATERIALS 
 
News Clipping #1: A Mega Sport Event sponsored by a Sport Brand with a 
Repeated-time Sponsorship Contract 
 
Adidas was an official sponsor of the 2014 FIFA World Cup Brazil. Adidas will sponsor 
the next two FIFA World Cups in 2018 Russia and 2022 Qatar. 
(Description regarding the FIFA World Cup is continued as shown in Appendix A.) 
 
News Clipping #2: A Mega Sport Event sponsored by a Non-sport Brand with a 
Repeated-time Sponsorship Contract 
 
Dove was an official sponsor of the 2014 FIFA World Cup Brazil. Dove will sponsor the 
next two FIFA World Cups in 2018 Russia and 2022 Qatar. 
(Description regarding the FIFA World Cup is continued as shown in Appendix A.) 
 
News Clipping #3: A Local Sport Event sponsored by a Sport Brand with a 
Repeated-time Sponsorship Contract 
 
Adidas was an official sponsor of the 2015 Soccerfest. Adidas will sponsor the next two 
Soccerfest events in 2016 and 2017. 
(Description regarding the Soccerfest is continued as shown in Appendix A.) 
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News Clipping #4: A Local Sport Event sponsored by a Non-sport Brand with a 
Repeated-time Sponsorship Contract 
 
Dove was an official sponsor of the 2015 Soccerfest. Dove will sponsor the next two 
Soccerfest events in 2016 and 2017. 
(Description regarding the Soccerfest is continued as shown in Appendix A.) 
 
News Clipping #5: A Mega Sport Event sponsored by a Sport Brand with a One-
time Sponsorship Contract 
 
Adidas was an official sponsor of the 2014 FIFA World Cup Brazil. 
(Description regarding the FIFA World Cup is continued as shown in Appendix A.) 
 
News Clipping #6: A Mega Sport Event sponsored by a Non-sport Brand with a 
One-time Sponsorship Contract 
 
Dove was an official sponsor of the 2014 FIFA World Cup Brazil. 
(Description regarding the FIFA World Cup is continued as shown in Appendix A.) 
 
News Clipping #7: A Local Sport Event sponsored by a Sport Brand with a One-
time Sponsorship Contract 
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Adidas was an official sponsor of the 2015 Soccerfest. 
(Description regarding the Soccerfest is continued as shown in Appendix A.) 
 
News Clipping #8: A Local Sport Event sponsored by a Non-sport Brand with a 
Repeated-time Sponsorship Contract 
 
Dove was an official sponsor of the 2015 Soccerfest. 
(Description regarding the Soccerfest is continued as shown in Appendix A.) 
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